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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

CONTINENTAL  DIVIDEAVAMSUTTER  H  NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT, 

SWEETWATER  AND  CARBON  COUNTIES,  WYOMING 


()  Draft  (X)  Final 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Abstract: 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  assesses  the  environmental  consequences  of  a  proposed 
natural  gas  development  project  in  eastern  Sweetwater  and  southwestern  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming. 
This  FEIS  incorporates  by  reference  most  of  the  material  presented  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11  Natural  Gas  Project  and  is  designed  to  be  used 
with  the  DEIS.  Copies  of  the  DEIS  are  available  from  the  BLM  Rawlins  Field  Office  at  the  address 
given  at  the  bottom  of  this  page. 

The  DEIS  was  made  available  to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  public  on  April  30,  1999, 
and  a  Notice  of  Availability  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  Public  meetings  were  held  in  Rock 
Springs  on  May  24  and  in  Rawlins  on  May  25,  1999,  and  the  public  comment  period  for  the  DEIS  closed 
July  15,  1999.  The  Executive  Summary  firom  the  DEIS,  modified  as  appropriate  in  response  to  public 
comment,  is  presented  herein.  The  DEIS  text  changes,  made  in  response  to  public  comment  and  further 
BLM  Interdisciplinary  Team  analyses,  are  presented  for  all  modified  material  by  corresponding  section 
in  this  document.  Comments  on  the  DEIS  that  were  received  from  the  public  and  agencies  are 
reproduced  in  this  document,  and  BLM  responses  are  presented.  | 

The  proposed  project  entails  the  drilling,  completion,  testing,  operation,  abandonment,  and  reclamation 
of  natural  gas  exploration  and  production  operations  by  Amoco  Production  Company,  Union  Pacific 
Resources  Company,  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation,  Snyder  Oil  Corporation,  and  other  operators.  The 
proposed  project  would  use  standard  procedures  as  currently  employed  by  other  state  and  regional  gas 
field  developments.  A  maximum  of  3,000  well  locations  and  associated  ancillary  facilities,  roads,  and 
pipelines  would  result  in  the  initial  disturbance  of  approximately  22,400  acres  on  the  1,061,200-acre 
project  area.  Numerous  standard,  project-specific,  and  site-specific  mitigation  measures  would  be 
employed  to  assure  that  project  impacts  are  minimized  on  all  important  resources. 

Further  information  regarding  this  document  can  be  obtained  from: 

Mr.  Clare  Miller 
Rawlins  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  WY   82301-2407 
(307)  328^245 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Wvomiiig  Siaie  Office 

P.O.  Box  1828 

Clieyeiiiie,  Wyoming  8200:^1828 


In  Reply  Refer   To: 

1793  (930) 
CD/WAM  II  NGP 


November  30,  1999 


Dear  Reviewer : 


This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  on  the  proposed 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  (CD/WII)  Natural  Gas  Project 
located  in  Carbon  and  Sweetwater  County,  Wyoming,  is  submitted 
for  your  review  and  comment.   The  FEIS  has  been  prepared 
pursuant  to  Title  40,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Parts  1500- 
1508,  to  analyze  the  potential  impacts  from  natural  gas 
exploration  and  development  proposed  by  Amoco  Production 
Company,  Union  Pacific  Resources  Company,  Yates  Petroleum 
Corporation,  Snyder  Oil  Corporation,  and  other  natural  gas 
operators  within  the  CD/WII  project  area.   This  document  informs 
the  public  of  the  anticipated  impacts  of  the  proposed 
development  and  alternatives  to  that  proposal .   The  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  (BLM)  preferred  alternative  for  this  project 
is  the  Proposed  Action,  with  additional  mitigation  measures 
which  would  reduce  environmental  impacts. 

The  FEIS  contains  corrected  and  new  material  which  supplements 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  issued  April  30, 
1999.   The  FEIS  and  the  DEIS  comprise  the  complete  document. 
Please  refer  to  the  DEIS  for  more  detailed  analyses  and 
descriptions  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives. 

A  copy  of  this  FEIS  has  been  sent  to  affected  Government 
agencies  and  to  those  persons  who  either  responded  to  scoping, 
the  DEIS,  or  otherwise  indicated  to  BLM  they  wished  to  receive 
the  document.   Copies  of  the  FEIS  are  available  upon  request  at 
the  following  locations: 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rock  Springs  Field  Office 
280  Highway  191  North 
Rock  Springs,  WY  82901 
Telephone  (307)  352-0256 


Bureau  of -Land  Management 
Rawlins  Field  Office 
1300  North  Third  Street 
Rawlins,  WY  823  01 
Telephone  (307)324-4200 


This  FEIS  is  not  a  decision  document.   A  Record  of  Decision  will 
be  prepared  and  made  available  to  the  public,  but  not  \intil  at 
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least  3  0  days  after  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
has  published  their  Notice  of  Availability  of  this  FEIS  in  the 
Federal  Register.   We  anticipate  EPA  will  publish  that  notice 
December  10,  1999. 

If  you  wish  to  comment  on  the  FEIS,  we  request  you  make  your 
comments  as  specific  as  possible.   Comments  will  be  more  helpful 
if  they  include  suggested  changes,  sources,  or  methodologies. 
Opinions  or  preferences  will  not  receive  a  formal  response. 
However,  BLM  will  consider  them  in  its  decision. 

Comments,  including  names  and  street  addresses  of  respondents, 
will  be  available  for  public  review  at  the  addresses  listed 
above  during  regular  business  hours  (7:45  a.m.  -  4:30  p.m.), 
Monday  through  Friday,  except  holidays.   Individual  respondents 
may  request  confidentiality.   If  you  wish  to  withhold  your  name 
or  street  address  from  public-  review  or  from  disclosure  under 
the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  you  must  state  this  prominently 
at  the  beginning  of  your  written  comment.   Such  requests  will  be 
honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  law..  All  submissions  from 
organizations  or  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  of  officials  of  organizations  or 
businesses,  will  be  made  available  for  public  inspection  in 
their  entirety. 

Sincerely, 


J 


/  Alan  R.  Pierson 
J'^'*^  State  Director 


/    ■ 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Amoco  Production  Company,  Union  Pacific 
Resources  Company,  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation, 
Snyder  Oil  Corporation,  and  other  natural  gas 
operators  (collectively  known  as  the  Operators) 
propose  to  explore  for  and  develop  natural  gas 
reserves  on  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II 
Project  Area  (CD/WIIPA)  in  eastern  Sweetwater 
Coimty  and  southwestern  Carbon  County,  Wyoming, 
in  portions  of  Townships  15  through  23  North,  Ranges 
91  through  99  West.  The  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
(RawUns  and  Rock  Springs  Field  Offices)  have 
determined  that  the  Operators'  proposed  project 
would  constitute  a  major  federal  action  and  therefore 
requires  the  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS)  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  as  amended 
(NEPA).  This  final  EIS  (FEIS)  was  prepared  in 
accordance  with  NEPA  to  assess  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  Operators'  proposed  development 
(i.e.,  the  Proposed  Action)  and  is  intended  to  provide 
the  public  and  decision-makers  with  a  complete  and 
objective  evaluation  of  impacts,  both  beneficial  and 
adverse,  resulting  from  the  Proposed  Action  and 
reasonable  alternatives. 

The  Proposed  Action,  two  alternative  development 
strategies  (i.e.,  Alternative  A~14.0-acre  maximum 
surface  disturbance  per  section  in  sensitive  resource 
areas  [SRAs],  and  Alternative  B~30.0-acre  maximum 
surface  disturbance  per  section  in  SRAs),  and  a  No 
Action  Alternative  are  analyzed.  Additional 
alternatives,  including  those  considering 
CD/WIIPA-wide  well  densities/spacing  patterns, 
fewer  wells,  increased  surface  disturbance  per  well, 
phased  development,  no  development,  and 
development  in  the  Adobe  Town  Wilderness  Study 
Area,  were  considered  but  rejected  for  environmental, 
economic,  and/or  legal  reasons. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  analyzed  in  this  EIS  would 
involve  the  rejection  of  the  Operators'  Proposed 
Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B;  however,  denial  of 
the  development  alternatives  would  not  constitute  a 
denial  of  aU  natural  gas  development  on  the  area. 
Since  over  half  of  the  CD/WUPA  is  not  federally 
owned  and  since  the  BLM  would  not  deny  access  to 
these  private-  and  state-owned  lands,  nor  would  the 
BLM  allow  the  drainage  of  federal  minerals,  some 


development  of  the  CD/WIIPA  would  occur  under 
the  No  Action  Alternative.  For  the  purpose  of  this 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that,  imder  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  development  of  the  area  would  occur  at 
levels  similar  to  those  that  have  occurred  in  the  past. 
Additionally,  the  project-specific  planning  measures 
identified  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A 
and  B  (e.g..  Reclamation  Plan  [draft  EIS  (DEIS) 
Appendix  A],  Transportation  Plan  [DEIS 
Appendix  B],  WHdhfe  Protection  Plan  [DEIS 
Appendix  D])  would  not  be  implemented  under  the 
No  Action  Alternative.  This  alternative  serves  as  a 
benchmark,  enabling  decision-makers  and  the  pubhc 
to  compare  the  magnitude  of  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  development  alternatives. 

PubUc  scoping  was  conducted,  with  scoping  statements 
mailed  to  potentially  iuterested  parties  and  the  media 
in  March  1995  and  May  1997,  and  public  meetings 
were  held.  The  DEIS  was  made  available  for  pubhc 
review  on  April  30,  1999,  and  pubhc  meetings  were 
held  on  May  24  and  25,  1999.  All  issues  identified 
during  scoping,  review  of  the  DEIS,  and  BLM 
Interdisciplinary  Team  reviews  were  considered  during 
the  preparation  of  this  document. 

The  proposed  project  is  to  explore  for  and  develop 
natural  gas  and  condensate  reserves  present  in  the 
Almond  Formation  and  other  formations  at  depths  of 
approximately  7,000-10,000  ft  in  the  CD/WIIPA.  The 
CD/WIIPA  encompasses  approximately 
1,061,200  acres  (531,400  acres  federal  surface, 
9,800  acres  state  surface,  and  520,000  acres  private 
surface).  The  BLM  has  determined  that  CD/WIIPA 
lands  are  available  for  leasing  and  development  for 
natural  gas  resources,  and  previous  development  for 
these  resources  has  occurred  on  the  area. 
Approximately  845  well  locations  and  associated 
access  roads  and  pipelines  currently  exist  or  have  been 
authorized  for  the  CD/WIIPA.  Maintenance  of 
existing  wells  will  continue  as  authorized  by  existing 
permits. 

Operators  propose  to  construct,  drill,  complete, 
operate,  and  reclaim  a  maximum  of  3,000  new  well 
locations  (7,800  acres  -  2.6  acres/location)  on  variable 
spacing  patterns  within  the  CD/WIIPA  beginning  in 
1999,  subsequent  to  the  release  of  the  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  for  this  project,  and  continuing  for 
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an  estimated  life-of-project  (LOP)  of  30-50  years. 
Additional  construction  activities  include  a  total  of 
approximately  1,500  mi  of  new  or  upgraded  roads 
(10,000  acres  -  0.5  mi/location),  1,500  mi  of  new 
pipelines  (4,500  acres  -  0.5  mi/location), 
five  compressor  stations  (20  acres  -  4  acres/station), 
one  gas  processing  facility  (30  acres),  10  evaporation 
ponds  (34  acres),  5  disposal  wells  (35  acres),  and 
50  water  wells  (25  acres  -  0.5  acres/well).  Standard 
procedures  as  currently  used  in  gas  field  developments 
throughout  Wyoming  would  be  employed  during 
project  development  and  operations,  and  all  project 
activities  conducted  during  the  LOP  would  comply 
with  appUcable  federal,  state,  and  coimty  laws, 
regulations,  and  stipulations.  Gas  from  the  project 
would  be  transported  through  existing  and  newly 
developed  pipelines  linking  natural  gas  wells  with 
existing  regional  pipelines  in  the  project  area. 

Total  maximiun  initial  new  ground  surface  disturbance 
required  for  the  proposed  project  is  estimated  to  be 
22,400  acres  for  the  Proposed  Action.  LOP 
disturbance  would  be  approximately  15,900  acres  and 
includes  7,600  acres  of  existing  disturbance  since  these 
areas  would  be  required  for  the  project. 

It  is  anticipated  that  field  developments  would  require 
10-20  years,  with  approximately  150  to  300  wells  being 
drilled  per  year.  The  proposed  drilling  schedule 
would  require  an  estimated  maximum  of  15  drill  rigs 
during  peak  drilling  operations.  Each  drill  rig  would 
be  operated  on  a  24-hr  basis  and  require  three  crews 
of  seven  people.  As  many  as  30  people  may  be  at  a 
well  location  for  short  periods  to  conduct  specific 
tasks  such  as  fi-acturing.  It  would  take  approximately 
56  days  to  construct,  drill,  complete,  and  tie  in  each 
well  location.  Approximately  13,081  person-years  of 
labor  would  be  required  for  the  project. 

Access  roads  would  be  constructed,  upgraded,  and 
maintained  in  accordance  with  the  transportation 
planning  process  described  in  the  Transportation  Plan 
(see  DEIS  Appendix  B)  and  the  Transportation 
Planning  Technical  Support  Document  for  this  project, 
and  it  is  anticipated  that  the  average  munber  of 
project-required  roimd-trips  to  and  from  the  field 
during  project  development  would  be  300  per  day. 
The  estimated  average  number  of  round-trips  during 
project  operations  (production)  is  approximately 
100  trips  per  day. 


Critical  elements  of  the  human  environment  that 
could  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project  include  air 
quality,  cultiu-al  resoiu"ces,  environmental  justice, 
floodplains.  Native  American  reUgious  concerns, 
threatened  and  endangered  (T&E)  species,  invasive 
non-native  species,  hazardous  or  solid  wastes,  water 
quaUty,  wetlands/riparian  zones,  and  wilderness. 
Potentially  significant  project-specific  adverse  impacts 
to  these  elements  and  other  resources  may  occur  as 
follows:  surface  water  resoiu-ces  under  any 
alternative;  soils  and  vegetation  on  stabilized  dunes 
imder  the  Proposed  Action  and  No  Action 
Alternatives;  oil  and  gas  resources  under  any 
alternative  that  denies  mineral  exploration/ 
development/resource  extraction  of  existing  leases  or 
authorizes  mineral  exploration  and  development 
beyond  the  reasonably  foreseeable  oil  and  gas 
development  estimates  provided  in  BLM  resource 
management  plans  (RMPs);  recreational  users  and 
rural  residents  that  are  displaced  from  the 
CD/WIIPA;  big  game,  sage  grouse,  and  raptor 
productivity  as  a  result  of  indirect  impacts  during 
project  development  imder  the  Proposed  Action; 
landscape  character  in  xmdeveloped  areas  under  any 
alternative;  and  visual  resources  in  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VRM)  Class  II  areas  imder  the 
Proposed  Action  and  No  Action  Alternatives. 

The  proposed  project  is  generally  in  conformance  with 
the  BLM  Great  Divide  Resoiu-ce  Area  RMP  (Rawhns 
Field  Office),  and  is  entirely  in  conformance  with  the 
Green  River  (Rock  Springs  Field  Office)  Resource 
Area  RMP,  the  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  County  land 
use  plans,  and  the  State  of  Wyoming  land  use  plan. 
The  BLM  would  not  authorize  actions  that  are  not  in 
compliance  with  the  RMPs. 

The  CD/WIIPA  has  a  midcontinental  climate  with 
windy  conditions,  limited  rainfall,  and  long  cold 
winters  and  is  located  in  the  Great  Divide  and 
Washakie  Basins.  The  topography  is  generally 
comprised  of  flats,  basins,  badlands,  buttes,  and  rims, 
and  elevations  range  from  6,500  to  7,500  ft. 
Ephemeral  drainages  north  of  the  Continental  Divide 
flow  north  to  the  Great  Divide  Basin,  whereas 
drainages  south  of  the  divide  flow  to  the  Green  River 
or  Little  Snake  River.  Groimd  and  surface  water  are 
variable  in  quality,  and  the  major  uses  are  for  industry 
and  livestock.  No  significant  impacts  to  ground  water 
resources  in  the  CD/WIIPA  are  anticipated  under  any 


Final  Continental  Divide /Wamsutter  II EIS 


vu 


alternative;  however,  if  increased  sedimentation 
and/or  salinity  results  in  the  loss  of  proper  functioning 
condition  in  area  drainages  or  worsened  conditions  in 
drainages  classified  as  functionally  at  risk,  significant 
impacts  may  result  under  any  alternative. 

Although  the  final  predicted  air  quality  impacts  did 
not  change  significantly,  the  DEIS  air  quality  impact 
assessment  was  revised  in  order  to  address  the 
following  items:  1)  the  CD/WHPA  near-field 
particulate  matter  emission  assumptions  and  impact 
analyses  were  revised  using  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming, 
meteorological  data;  2)  potential  well  blowdown 
emissions  were  included  and  the  hazardous  air 
pollutant  (HAP)  and  ozone  impact  analyses  were 
revised;  3)  potential  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx) 
emissions  for  the  CD/WIIPA  wells  were  corrected; 
4)  potential  NOx  a°d  sulfur  dioxide  (SOj)  emissions 
from  the  Lost  Cabin  Gas  Plant  were  corrected  for 
seasonal  operation;  5)  potential  particulate  matter 
emissions  from  the  Seneca  Coal  facility  (Colorado 
permit  no.  82R0258F)  were  corrected;  6)  potential 
particulate  matter,  NOx,  ^^'^  ^^2  emissions  from  the 
SF  Phosphates  facility  (Wyoming  permit  no. 
CT-550A4)  were  added  to  the  emissions  inventory; 
7)  several  other  Colorado  emission  sources  were 
correctly  analyzed  as  potential  NOx  emissions,  rather 
than  as  SO2  emissions  reported  in  the  DEIS;  8)  hourly 
scaling  factors  were  applied  to  several  Wyoming 
portable  emission  sources;  and  9)  a  calculation  error 
regarding  potential  formaldehyde  impacts  reported  in 
the  DEIS  was  corrected  in  this  FEIS.  Based  on  these 
revisions,  potential  air  quality  impacts  were 
re-analyzed  and  reported  in  both  this  FEIS  and  a 
Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  (BLM  1999d). 

Since  BLM-approved  activities  must  comply  with  all 
applicable  local,  state,  tribal,  and  federal  air  quality 
laws,  statues,  regulations,  standards,  and 
implementation  plans,  significant  adverse  impacts  to 
air  quality  are  not  anticipated  to  occur  from 
implementation  of  any  of  the  alternative  actions. 

Localized  short-term  increases  in  carbon  monoxide 
(CO),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NOj),  ozone,  particulate 
matter,  and  SOj  concentrations  would  occur,  but 
maximum  concentrations  would  be  below  appUcable 
ambient  air  quality  standards.  Similarly,  HAP 
concentrations  (to  well  rig  operators)  and  the  related 
incremental  cancer  risks  at  residences  (assumed  to  be 


located  either  1,650  ft  (500  meters)  from  a  well  or 
13,100  ft  (4,000  meters)  from  the  gas 
plant/compressor)  would  be  below  significance  levels, 
even  at  the  maximum  assumed  emission  rates. 

Although  not  a  regulatory  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  (PSD)  increment  consumption  analysis, 
potential  direct  project  impacts  would  also  be  below 
appUcable  PSD  Class  I  and  II  increment  levels.  No 
significant  atmospheric  deposition  (acid  rain)  impacts 
are  predicted  to  occur  in  sensitive  area  lakes, 
including  the  extremely  sensitive  lakes  in  the  PSD 
Class  I  Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area. 

Assuming  project  and  other  reasonably  foreseeable 
natural  gas  compressor  NO^  emission  rates  of 
2  grams/horsepower-hour  (g/hp-hr),  which  is  possible 
but  greater  than  levels  recently  permitted  by  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  QuaUty  -  Air 
Quality  Division  (WDEQ-AQD),  there  is  a  potential 
for  a  "just  noticeable  change"  cumulative  visibility 
impact  (greater  than  1.0  deciview)  on  a  single  day  at 
the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area  (at 
1.69  deciview). 

Direct  project  operations  (under  the  Proposed  Action 
or  any  alterative,  including  No  Action)  would  not 
exceed  this  threshold  alone.  The  visibility  impact 
analysis  assumed  a  1.0  deciview  just  noticeable  change 
would  be  a  reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse 
impact,  although  there  are  no  applicable  state  or 
federal  regulatory  visibility  standards.  In  addition,  this 
predicted  visibility  impact  may  be  an  artifact  of  the 
modeling  analysis,  where  distant  hourly  optical 
conditions  are  assumed  to  occur  simultaneously  in 
each  sensitive  receptor.  Finally,  given  the  reasonable 
but  conservative  nature  of  the  cumulative  air  quaUty 
impact  analysis  (e.g.,  assuming  all  proposed  wells 
would  go  into  full  production  for  the  LOP  and  all 
compressors  would  operate  continuously  at  the 
2  g/hp-hr  NO,^  emission  rate),  it  is  imlikely  that  a  just 
noticeable  change  woxild  actually  occur  in  the 
mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness 
Area  even  on  a  single  day  due  to  the  cumulative 
sources  combined. 

Approximately  150  soil  map  units  occur  in  the 
CD/WnPA,  and  most  have  moderate  permeabihty 
and  low  productivity.  Soil  erodibility  rates  vary,  but 
much  of  the  area  has  erodibility  limitations,  most 
notably    at   sand    dunes,    other    known   windblown 
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deposits,  and  badJand  locations.  Significant  impacts  to 
soils  could  occur  under  the  Proposed  Action  if 
stabilized  sand  dunes  are  reactivated;  however,  with 
the  surface  disturbance  limitations  identified  for  sand 
dunes  under  Alternatives  A  and  B,  no  significant 
impacts  to  soils  are  anticipated  under  these 
alternatives.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative, 
impacts  to  soils  would  occur  at  existing  allowable 
levels,  and  if  stabilized  dunes  are  reactivated 
significant  adverse  impacts  could  result.  Furthermore, 
impacts  could  be  increased  from  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  due  to  the 
absence  of  coordinated  reclamation  and  transportation 
planning  efforts  (see  DEIS  Appendices  A  and  B). 

Plant  cover  values  in  the  area  are  variable  on  the 
three  dommant  vegetation  types-Wyoming  big 
sagebrush,  greasewood  fans  and  flats,  and  desert 
shrub  communities.  Approximately  110,668  animal 
unit  months  are  provided  in  the  26  grazing  allotments 
on  the  area.  Wetlands  in  the  area  are  limited 
( <  1.0%  of  the  CD/WIIPA),  are  restricted  to  drainage 
bottoms  and  aroimd  impoundments,  and  would  be 
avoided  during  project  development,  where  practical. 
A  Reclamation  Plan  for  the  project  has  been  prepared 
(see  DEIS  Appendix  A),  and  adherence  to  the 
reclamation  protocol  specified  in  the  plan  would 
minimize  potential  adverse  effects  to  soils,  vegetation, 
and  related  land  uses  imder  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  A  and  B.  Since  the  Reclamation  Plan 
would  not  be  applied  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  impacts  to  vegetation  could  be  increased 
under  this  alternative.  Further,  potential  significant 
impacts  could  occur  from  stabilized  dune  reactivation 
under  the  Proposed  Action  and  No  Action 
Alternatives. 

Several  fossil  localities  of  importance  are  known  to 
occur  within  the  CD/WIIPA,  and  additional  important 
fossils  are  likely  to  be  discovered  in  the  area. 
Site-specific  paleontologic  surveys  and  monitoring 
would  be  conducted  as  necessary  to  minimize 
potential  adverse  impacts  to  important  fossils,  and  no 
significant  impacts  are  anticipated  imder  any 
alternative. 

There  are  currently  no  mineral  development  actions 
proposed  for  the  CD/WIIPA  other  than  oil  and  gas 
development  and  small-scale  gravel/aggregate  mining 
operations,  nor  are  there  likely  to  be  other  mineral 
development  proposals  to  mine  coal,  oil  shale,  or 


locatable  minerals  due  to  their  apparent  lack  of 
availabihty.  Exploration  for  other  minerals  may  occur 
on  existing  CD/WIIPA  leases  or  claims,  and  potential 
development  of  other  mineral  resources  on  the 
CD/WIIPA  may  be  delayed  until  after  the  LOP.  The 
development  of  oil  and  gas  reserves  from  the 
CD/WIIPA  as  proposed  by  the  Operators  is 
consistent  with  local  and  regional  land  use  planning 
decisions  for  the  area;  however,  the  oil  and  gas 
reserves  extracted  from  the  area  would  be  unavailable 
for  future  generations.  Denial  of  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  activities  would 
constitute  a  significant  impact  since  it  would  be  in 
violation  of  contractual  agreements  between  the  U.S. 
and  lessees. 

During  the  LOP  and  beyond,  the  CD/WIIPA  would 
remain  suitable  for  the  historic  land  uses  of  livestock 
grazing,  wildlife  use,  and  recreation;  however,  the 
predominant  use  of  the  area  would  be  oil  and  gas 
development  for  the  LOP.  While  no  significant 
impacts  to  land  use  are  anticipated  imder  any 
alternative,  some  recreational  users  of  the  CD/WIIPA 
may  be  displaced  due  to  the  presence  of  oil  and  gas 
developments. 

Pronghom  antelope,  mule  deer,  and  elk  are  present 
on  the  project  area,  as  is  crucial  winter  habitat  for  all 
these  species.  While  direct  impacts  to  big  game 
species  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant  from  the 
Proposed  Action,  indirect  impacts  (e.g.,  displacement 
due  to  human  activities)  may  be  significant  during 
project  development  (10  to  20  years).  Indirect  LOP 
impacts  are  not  anticipated  to  be  significant. 
Furthermore,  significant  cumulative  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  may  occur  to  pronghom  in  the  Red  Desert 
Herd  due  to  loss  of  crucial  winter  habitat;  however, 
imder  implementation  of  Alternatives  A  and  B  which 
provide  further  protection  of  crucial  winter  habitat,  no 
significant  direct,  iudirect,  or  cumulative  impacts  are 
anticipated.  Impacts  to  big  game  under  the  No 
Action  Alternative  may  be  increzised  from  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  due  to  the 
absence  of  coordiuated  wildlife  protection  efforts  (see 
DEIS  Appendix  D). 

Sage  grouse  leks  and  raptor  nests  occur  in  and 
adjacent  to  the  area,  and  monitoring  of  these 
important  resources  would  be  conducted  annually 
under  the  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B 
to  determine  the  activity  status  of  leks  and  nests 
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proximal  to  proposed  development  sites  as  specified 
in  the  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  for  this  project  (see 
DEIS  Appendix  D).  Significant  impacts  to  sage 
grouse  and  raptors  may  occur  under  implementation 
of  the  Proposed  Action  from  nest  abandonment 
and/or  reproductive  failure;  however,  under 
implementation  of  Alternatives  A  and  B,  no  significant 
impacts  are  anticipated.  Impacts  to  raptors  and  sage 
grouse  imder  the  No  Action  Alternative  could  be 
increased  from  those  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  A  and  B  due  to  the  absence  of 
coordinated  wildlife  protection  efforts  (see  DEIS 
Appendix  D). 

Potential  impacts  to  wild  horses  under  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives  are  not  anticipated  to  be 
significant. 

T&E  species  that  may  occur  on  the  area  include 
black-footed  ferret,  bald  eagle,  peregrme  falcon,  and 
Ute  ladies'  tresses  as  described  in  the  Biological 
Assessment  for  this  project  (see  DEIS  Appendix  E). 
The  project  is  unlikely  to  adversely  effect  most  of 
these  species;  however,  adverse  effects  could  occur  to 
black-footed  ferret  (if  present  in  the  CD/WIIPA) 
where  appropriate  surveys  for  the  species  are  not 
conducted  and/or  where  prairie  dog  complexes  foimd 
to  contain  black-footed  ferret  are  not  avoided.  Issues 
regardmg  black-footed  ferret  will  be  resolved  during 
on-going  formal  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  Consultation  results  may 
include  a  commitment  to  implement  additional 
protection  measures  in  prairie  dog  complexes  foimd  to 
contain  black-footed  ferret.  Consultation  results  will 
be  presented  in  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Swift  fox  (candidate  species)  and  mountain  plover 
(proposed  threatened  species)  potentially  occur  on  the 
area,  and  four  T&E  fish  species-Colorado  squawfish, 
humpback  chub,  bonytail  chub,  and  razorback  sucker- 
occur  downstream  in  the  Green  River /Colorado  River 
drainage.  No  adverse  effects  to  swift  fox  and  the  four 
T&E  fish  species  or  significant  impacts  to  any  state 
sensitive  species  are  anticipated  from  project 
development  under  any  alternative.  However,  adverse 
affects  to  mountain  plover  habitat  (no  adverse  effects 
or  jeopardy  would  occur  to  individuals)  may  occur  and 
the  BLM  and  USFWS  are  currently  conducting  formal 
conferencing  to  develop  appropriate  protection 
strategies.  Conferencing  results  may  include 
modification    of    existing    survey    and    protection 


protocol.  Conferencing  results  will  be  presented  in 
the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Potential  adverse  impacts  to  cultiu-al  resources  would 
be  mitigated  through  data  recovery  and/ or  avoidance 
of  significant  properties.  Site-specific  surveys  for 
cultural  resources  would  be  conducted  prior  to 
disturbance,  and  formal  Wyoming  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  consultation  would  occur  where 
cultural  resource  properties  may  be  impacted.  If 
eligible  cultural  properties  are  found  within  the 
CD/WIIPA  and  they  cannot  be  avoided,  a  data 
recovery  program  would  be  implemented.  No 
significant  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are 
anticipated  under  any  alternative. 

No  sites  of  Native  American  religious  or  cultural 
importance  are  known  to  occur  on  the  CD/WIIPA, 
and  continued  consultation  with  potentially  affected 
Native  American  tribes  would  occur  as  necessary  to 
ensure  all  such  sites  are  identified.  If  sites  or 
localities  of  reUgjous  and/or  cultural  importance  are 
identified,  coordinated  efforts  would  be  made  to 
ensure  adequate  site  protection.  No  significant 
impacts  are  anticipated  imder  any  alternative. 

Communities  most  likely  to  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  project  are  Wamsutter  and  Rock  Springs  in 
Sweetwater  County  and  Rawlins  in  Carbon  County. 
Socioeconomic  impacts  to  these  cities  and  counties  are 
anticipated  to  be  primarily  beneficial,  with  total 
increased  salaries  estimated  at  $33-$66  million  per 
year  during  the  10-20  years  of  project  development 
and  total  government  revenues  estimated  at 
approximately  $1.2  billion  for  the  first  25  years  of  the 
project.  Significant  adverse  effects  to  riu-al  residential 
areas  could  occur  imder  the  Proposed  Action  if  area 
residents  are  displaced.  Under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  the  economic  benefits  of  the  action 
alternatives  would  not  be  realized,  and  significant 
adverse  impacts  may  occur  by  foregoing  revenue 
generation. 

Most  of  the  CD/WIIPA  occurs  within  VRM  Class  III 
and  IV  areas,  and  the  Proposed  Action  is  consistent 
with  VRM  management  objectives  for  these  areas. 
However,  22,600  acres  of  the  CD/WIIPA  occurs 
within  VRM  Class  II  areas,  and  development  in  these 
areas  under  the  Proposed  Action  may  result  in  a 
significant  change  in  landscape  character.  No 
significant  impacts  to  visual  resources  are  anticipated 
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under  Alternatives  A  or  B  since  surface  disturbance 
limitations  would  be  applied  in  VRM  Class  II  areas. 
Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  impacts  to  visual 
resources  would  continue  at  existing  authorized  levels; 
however,  impacts  could  be  increased  from  those  of  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B  due  to  the 
absence  of  coordinated  reclamation  and  transportation 
planning  efforts  (see  DEIS  Appendices  A  and  B). 
Visual  resource  impacts  would  be  mitigated  under  all 
development  scenarios  by  locating  and  painting 
abovegroimd  facihties  to  blend  with  the  natural 
landscape.  Nonetheless,  the  landscape  character  of 
the  CD/WIIPA  would  change  from  relatively 
undeveloped  to  an  active  oil  and  gas  field  for  the  LOP 
and  until  reclamation  is  successful. 

Numerous  standard  project-specific  and  site-specific 
mitigation  measm-es  would  be  employed  during  aU 
phases  of  the  project  to  assure  that  potential  impacts 
are  minimized.  Site-specific  measures  would  be 
applied  as  specified  m  approved  Applications  for 
Permit  to  Drill  and  rights-of-way  applications  for  each 
new  project  feature.  Surveys  and/or  monitoring 
would  be  conducted  for  cultural  resources, 
paleontological  resources,  raptor  nests,  sage  grouse 
leks,  T&E  and  candidate  and  special  status  species, 
and  reclamation  areas  to  document  their  status 
relative  to  specific  disturbance  activities. 

Reclamation  would  be  conducted  as  soon  as  possible 
on  areas  disturbed  during  initial  construction  that  are 
not  required  for  the  LOP.  Upon  completion  of  the 
project,  all  wells  would  be  plugged  and  abandoned, 
surface  facilities  would  be  removed,  and  most 
disturbed  areas  would  be  reclaimed  and  revegetated. 

This  EIS  presents  the  BLM's  analysis  of 
environmental  impacts  under  the  authority  of  NEPA 
and  associated  rules  and  guidelines.  The  BLM  will 
use  this  analysis  to  make  a  decision  regarding  the 
continued  authorization  of  construction,  drilling, 
completion,  operation,  and  reclamation  activities  as 


proposed  by  the  Operators  for  exploration  and 
development  of  natiural  gas  in  the  CD/WIIPA.  The 
decision  to  allow  development  of  CD/WIIPA  lands 
was  made  in  the  Great  Divide  and  Green  River 
RMPs,  in  which  it  was  determined  that  CD/WIIPA 
lands  were  available  for  leasing. 

The  BLM's  preferred  alternative  for  this  project  is  the 
Proposed  Action,  with  mitigation  measures  (as 
described  in  the  EIS),  that  would  further  reduce 
environmental  impacts.  This  selection  is  based  on  the 
analyses  presented  in  this  EIS  and  incorporates 
compUance  with  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area 
(GDRA)  (RawHns  Field  Office)  and  Green  River 
Resoiu-ce  Area  (GRRA)  (Rock  Sprmgs  Field  Office) 
RMPs.   Mitigation  measures  include  the  following: 

1)  appUcant-committed  mitigation/environmental 
protection  measures  (EIS  Sections  2.1, 2.6,  and 
especially  2.6.13); 

2)  Reclamation  Plan  (EIS  Appendix  A); 

3)  Transportation  Plan  (EIS  Appendix  B); 

4)  Hazardous  Materials  Summary  (EIS 
Appendix  C)  (BLM  1998a); 

5)  Wildhfe  Protection  Plan  (EIS  Appendix  D); 

6)  Biological  Assessment  (EIS  Appendix  E);  and 

7)  additional  mitigation  measures  identified  for 
various  resources  which  may  be  selected  in  the 
ROD  for  this  project. 

The  BLM  believes  that  the  analyses  presented  in  this 
EIS  demonstrate  that  the  Proposed  Action  with 
mitigation  measures  would  meet  the  requirements  of 
43  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (C.F.R.)  3162.1(a), 
which  directs  Operators  to  conduct  "all  operations  in 
a  maimer  which  ensures  the  proper  handling, 
measiu-ement,  disposition,  and  site  security  of 
leasehold  production;  which  protects  other  natural 
resoxuces  and  environmental  quahty;  which  protects 
life  and  property;  and  which  results  in  maximum 
ultimate  economic  recovery  of  oil  and  gas  with 
Tninimnm  waste  and  with  minimum  adverse  effect  on 
the  ultimate  recovery  of  other  mineral  resources." 
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PREFACE 


This  Fmal  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 
assesses  the  environmental  consequences  of  a  natural 
gas  exploration  and  development  project  in  the 
1,061,200-acre  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II 
Project  Area  (CD/WIIPA)  in  eastern  Sweetwater  and 
southwestern  Carbon  Coimties,  Wyoming,  on  portions 
of  Townships  15  through  23  North,  Ranges  91  through 
99  West.  This  document  is  not  a  complete  reprintiag 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11  Project.  It 
incorporates    by    reference    most  of  the    material 


presented  therein  and  identifies  changes  in  the  DEIS 
required  as  a  result  of  pubUc  and  agency  comment  on 
the  DEIS  and  further  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  Interdisciplinary  Team  (IDT)  environmental 
studies  and  analyses.  The  DEIS  is  required  to 
accompany  this  document  because  only  the 
modifications,  corrections,  and  additions  are  provided 
herein.  For  ease  of  reference,  inserts,  deletions,  and 
modifications  to  the  DEIS  are  presented  herein  under 
the  section  numbers  and  headings,  page  number, 
column,  paragraph,  and  line. 
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MODIFICATIONS,  CORRECTIONS,  AND  ADDITIONS  TO 

THE  CONTINENTAL  DIVIDE/WAMSUTTER  II 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


ABBREVL^TIONS  AND  ACRONYMS 

Page  XXV,  column  2.    After  the  acronym  "PFC"  insert  a  new  acronym  and  definition  as  follows:    "pH  acidity 
measurement  unit  (negative  logarithm  of  the  hydrogen  ion  [H"^]  concentration)". 

Page  xxiv,  column  2.   Change  "mbo"  to  "mmbo". 

1.0   INTRODUCTION 

Page  1-1,  column  2,  line  16.   Change  the  words  "to  only"  to  "only  to". 

1.2.4  Land  Use  Planning 

Page  1-9,  colimin  1,  paragraph  3,  line  11.  After  the  acronym  "APDs,"  insert  the  acronym  "RODs,". 

1.2.5  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 

Page  1-9,  column  2,  paragraph  4,  line  9.  After  the  word  "facilities"  insert  "on  federal  mineral  estate". 

12.8   Field  Development 

Page  1-12,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  line  1.  After  the  word  "and"  insert  the  word  "adequate". 

Page  1-12,  column  2,  paragraph  2.  After  the  paragraph  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads: 

"Potential  drainage  situations  are  identified  by  the  BLM  Reservoir  Management  Group  based 
on  known  well  locations  and  assumed  area  of  well  influence.  Actual  drainage  is  determined 
by  first  calculating  recoverable  reserves  (usually  6  months  of  production  history)  and  by 
measuring  or  calculating  reserve  parameters.  With  this  information,  a  radial  drainage  circle  is 
then  calculated.  If  the  drainage  circle  intersects  a  federal  lease  line,  then  actual  drainage  is 
occurring." 
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1.4.1   Initial  Involvement/Scoping 

Page  1-13,  column  2,  paragraph  2.  After  the  second  paragraph  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads:  "The  DEIS 
was  made  available  to  the  EPA  and  the  pubhc  on  April  30,  1999,  and  a  Notice  of  Availabihty  (NOA)  was 
pubUshed  in  the  Federal  Register.  Pubhc  meetiugs  were  held  on  May  24  and  25, 1999.  Comments  on  the  DEIS 
and  BLM  responses  are  presented  in  Chapter  7.0  of  this  FEIS." 

2.0  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 

Page  2-1,  column  1.  After  the  second  paragraph  insert  the  following: 

"The  BLM's  preferred  alternative  for  this  project  is  the  Proposed  Action,  with  mitigation 
measures  as  described  in  the  DEIS  and  FEIS  that  would  further  reduce  environmental  impacts. 
This  selection  is  based  on  the  analyses  presented  in  this  EIS  and  incorporates  compliance  with 
the  GDRA  and  GRRA  RMPs  (BLM  1987a,  1988b,  1990a,  1992,  1996a,  1997a).  Mitigation 
measures  include  the  following: 

1)  applicant-committed  mitigation/environmental  protection  measures 
(EIS  Sections  2.1,  2.6,  and  especially  2.6.13); 

2)  Reclamation  Plan  (EIS  Appendix  A); 

3)  Transportation  Plan  (EIS  Appendix  B); 

4)  Hazardous  Materials  Summary  (EIS  Appendix  C)  (BLM  1998a); 

5)  WildUfe  Protection  Plan  (EIS  Appendix  D); 

6)  Biological  Assessment  (EIS  Appendix  E);  and 

7)  additional  mitigation  measures  identified  for  various  resources  which 
may  be  selected  in  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

The  BLM  believes  that  the  analyses  presented  in  this  EIS  demonstrate  that  the  Proposed 
Action  with  mitigation  measures  would  meet  the  requirements  of  43  C.F.R.  3162.1(a),  which 
directs  Operators  to  conduct  "all  operations  in  a  maimer  which  ensures  the  proper  handling, 
measurement,  disposition,  and  site  security  of  leasehold  production;  which  protects  other 
natiu-al  resources  and  enviromnental  quaUty;  which  protects  life  and  property;  and  which  results 
in  maximum  ultimate  economic  recovery  of  oil  and  gas  with  minimum  waste  and  with  minimum 
adverse  effect  on  the  ultimate  recovery  of  other  mineral  resoiu-ces." 

The  preferred  alternative  is  to  permit  up  to  3,000  well  locations  (1,500  on  BLM-managed  lands) 
in  the  CD/WllPA.  Approximately  1,500  mi  of  new  roads  with  adjacent  pipelines,  five 
compressor  stations,  one  gas  processing  facility,  10  evaporation  ponds,  five  disposal  wells,  and 
50  water  wells  are  also  included  under  the  preferred  alternative.  Standard  procedures  as 
currently  used  in  gas  field  developments  throughout  Wyoming  and  associated  applicant- 
committed  procedures  would  be  employed  during  project  development  and  operations.  All 
project  activities  would  comply  with  apphcable  federal,  state,  and  coimty  laws,  regulations,  and 
stipulations. 

Development  would  occur  on  a  yearlong  basis  provided  there  is  adequate  advance  planning  and 
construction.  Roads  would  be  constructed,  upgraded,  and  maintained  in  accordance  with  the 
transportation  planning  process  described  in  the  Transportation  Plan  for  this  project  (see  DEIS 
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Appendix  B).  Transportation  planning  would  be  implemented  annually  based  on  Operator 
plans  and  needs  and  public  input. 

Surveys  for  raptors  and  sage  grouse  would  be  conducted  if  activities  are  proposed  between 
February  1  and  July  31.  Activities  would  be  restricted  within  a  0.5-mi  radius  of  active  raptor 
nests,  except  ferruginous  hawk  nests,  for  which  the  seasonal  buffer  would  be  1.0  mi.  Surface 
structures  requiring  repeated  human  presence  would  not  be  constructed  within  825  ft  (2,000  ft 
for  bald  eagles)  of  active  raptor  nests,  where  practical. 

Surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  avoided  within  0.25  mi  of  sage  grouse  leks,  and 
construction  activities  would  be  restricted  within  2.0  mi  of  active  leks  from  March  1  to  June  30. 
High-profile  structures  would  not  be  constructed  within  0.25  mi  of  a  lek. 

Site-specific  surveys  for  T&E,  candidate,  and  special  status  species  would  be  conducted  during 
on-site  investigations  associated  with  each  APD  and/or  ROW  appUcation.  Where  species  or 
their  habitats  are  encountered,  additional  avoidance  and/or  protection  measures  may  be 
applied. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  would  be  compUed  with  through  the  State  of  Wyoming's  permitting  process. 
It  is  expected  that  mitigating  measures  would  be  used  to  reduce  emissions,  thereby  avoiding 
adverse  impacts  in  Class  I  areas. 

The  BLM  is  currently  reviewing  the  RFD  scenario  in  the  GDRA  RMP/EIS.  In  addition  to  the 
RFD  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities,  the  BLM  is  also  reviewing  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  activities  or  actions  involving  other  land  use  and  resource  management 
programs,  like  recreation,  livestock  grazing,  wildlife  habitat,  etc.  There  may  be  direct  or 
interrelated  cause-and-effect  relationships  (other  than  just  those  related  to  oil  and  gas  actions) 
among  all  of  these  activities  or  actions  that  could  require  amending  RMP  decisions. 

The  BLM  is  also  initiating  talks  with  other  known  regional  oil  and  gas  Operators,  to  determme 
their  drilling  plans  (outside  the  CD/WIIPA)  for  the  next  couple  of  years.  Based  on  the  results 
of  these  discussions  and  the  review  of  the  RMP-identified  RFD  scenarios,  the  BLM  will  decide 
when  to  initiate  a  new  EIS  effort  for  additional  project  proposals.  If  the  anticipated  level  of 
activity(ies)  covered  by  the  GDRA  RMP/EIS  is  likely  to  be  exceeded  by  any  one  or  more  of 
these  additional  project  proposals  within  the  next  few  years,  the  RFD  scenario(s)  for  the 
RMP/EIS  will  be  updated.  Analysis  and  evaluation  of  the  updated  RFD,  in  conjunction  with 
the  RMP,  may  lead  to  the  amendment  of  some  RMP  decisions. 

The  ultimate  solution  for  updating  the  RFD  scenarios  in  the  GDRA  RMP/EIS  is  to  include 
all  existing  and  projected  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the  GDRA. 
When  an  updated  RFD  scenario  is  established,  analysis  and  evaluation  would  be  conducted  to 
determine  whether  modifications  to  the  RMP/EIS  are  necessary.  The  RFD  update  could  result 
in  a  requirement  to  amend  one  or  more  RMP  decisions.  However,  this  cannot  be  determined 
imtil  the  RFD  update  is  prepared  and  evaluated. 

Based  on  monitoring  data  collected  during  the  past  10  +  years,  some  of  the  analysis  assimiptions 
for  RFD  presented  in  the  GDRA  RMP/EIS  reflect  erroneously  excessive  surface  disturbance 
effects  related  to  oil  and  gas  activities  which  may  need  to  be  revised.  Cumulative  impacts 
would  include  the  impacts  identified  in  all  previous  NEPA  dociunents  and  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  in  the  GDRA. 
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All  proposed  land  and  resource  use  and  management  actions  must  conform  with  RMP 
decisions.  In  the  absence  of  conformance,  actions  must  either  be  denied  or  modified  so  they 
do  conform  or  the  RMP  decisions  must  be  changed.  Therefore,  the  ROD  for  this  project  may 
authorize  no  more  than  1,655  wells  (i.e.,  415  fewer  wells  than  proposed)  within  the  GDRA 
(Rawlins  Field  Office).  Changes  to  RMP  decisions  are  made  through  estabUshed  procedures 
that  involve  public  notice,  pubUc  input,  and  formal  decision-making.  These  procediues  are 
contained  in  the  BLM  1617  Manual.  Proposals  analyzed  in  NEPA  documents  (EAs  or  EISs) 
are  reviewed  for  conformance  with  RMP  decisions.  Project-  or  site-specific  NEPA  dociunents 
are  tiered  to  RMP/EISs.  The  resulting  decisions  for  proposals  analyzed  in  project-specific 
NEPA  documents  can  result  in  the  need  to  change  or  amend  RMP  decisions.  That  is,  if  a 
project-specific  EA  or  EIS  decision  does  not  conform  with  the  specific  RMP,  part  of  the 
decision  for  the  project  would  include  the  needed  change(s)  to  the  RMP  decision(s).  If  the 
potential  for  amending  the  RMP  is  identified,  planning  process  requirements  are  incorporated 
into  the  project-specific  NEPA  process.  If  this  potential  is  not  determined  early  in  the  NEPA 
process,  project  delays  may  result  due  to  the  additional  planning  requirements  necessary  for  a 
Federal  Register  Notice  of  Intent  to  conduct  a  planning  review  of  (or  to  amend)  the  RMP  and 
for  the  required  tune  frames  for  public  notice  and  comment." 


Page  2-3,  Map  2.2.  In  the  map  legend  change  the  name  "Bruin"  to  "De  Bruin". 


22  ALTERNATIVE  A  -  14-ACRE  MAXIMUM  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE  PER  FEDERALLY  MANAGED 
SECTION  IN  SRAS 


Page  2-5,  column  1,  paragraph  1,  Une  9.   Change  "27%"  to  "47%". 

Page  2-5,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  line  3.  After  the  word  "scoping"  add  "and  review  of  the  DEIS". 

Page  2-5,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  line  6.  After  the  word  "areas,"  insert  "probable  sage  grouse  nesting  areas  (i.e., 
areas  within  2.0  mi  of  sage  grouse  leks),". 

Page  2-5,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  line  2.    After  the  word  "concentration"  insert  "and  probable  sage  grouse 
nesting". 

Page  2-7,  Map  2.3.  Delete  Map  2.3  and  replace  with  revised  Map  2.3. 

Page  2-8,  column  1,  paragraph  1,  line  22.  After  the  word  "developed"  add  "by  BLM". 

2.4   NO  ACTION 

Page  2-10,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  line  13.   Change  the  word  "than"  to  "then". 


CO 


CD 


o 


13 


CD 
CO 
CD 


R92W 


R91W 


R90W 


NOTE:   SRAs   include   areas    with   stabilized 
dunes   (see   Maps   3.3   and   3.5);   crucial  big 
game    winter  ranges   (see    Maps   3.8,    3.9, 
and  3.10);   raptor  nesting   concentration 
areas   (see   Map   3. 12);  probable   sage 
grouse  nesting   areas   (see   h^ap   3.13);   areas 
proximal   to  residences   (see   Map    1.2);    VRM 
Class   II  areas   (see   Map   3.16);   and  areas 
with   ttigti   densities   of  cultural  resource   sites 
(no   map). 


Or 
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(This  page  intentionally  left  blank.) 
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2.6.13.9  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 

Page  2-34,  column  2,  item  15,  line  3.  After  the  word  "lakes"  add  ",  areas  with  vegetation  <4  mches  in  height". 

Page  2-35,  colmnn  1,  bullet  3.   Delete  the  entire  text  of  the  bulleted  item  and  replace  with: 

"•  Surveys  would  be  required  by  the  BLM  to  clear  an  action  for  moimtain  plovers  prior 

to  beginning  a  planned  activity,  and  surveys  would  be  conducted  during  the  period  of 
April  15-June  30  for  development  activities  planned  during  this  period." 

Page  2-35,  column  1,  bullet  6.  After  bullet  6  insert  a  new  bulleted  item  as  follows: 

"•  Where  access  roads  and/or  well  locations  have  been  constructed  prior  to  the  moimtain 

plover  nesting  season  and  use  of  these  areas  has  not  been  initiated  for  development 
actions,  the  BLM  would  require  site  investigations  of  these  disturbed  areas  prior  to  use 
to  determine  whether  mountain  plover  are  present.  In  the  event  mountain  plover 
nesting  is  occurring,  the  BLM  may  require  delays  in  development  activities  until 
nesting  is  complete." 

Page  2-35,  column  1,  item  16,  lines  1  and  2.  Delete  the  phrase  "Operators  would  consult  with  the  USFWS 
and/or  BLM"  and  replace  with  "Where  prakie  dog  colonies  would  be  disturbed,  Operators  would  consult  with 
the  USFWS  and/or  the  BLM  and  BLM  would  initiate  informal  consultation  with  the  USFWS". 

Page  2-38,  Table  2.6,  Air  Quality,  row  2,  column  2,  line  5.  Replace  the  phrase  "(at  1.68  deciview)"  with  "(at  1.69 
deciview)". 

Page  2-38,  Table  2.6,  Air  Quality,  row  3,  column  2,  Unes  5  through  9.  Replace  the  phrase  "(at  1.68  deciview)  and 
1  day  above  Savage  Run  PSD  Class  11  WUdemess  Area  background  levels  (at  0.67  deciview)"  with  "(at 
1.69  deciview)  and  1  day  above  Savage  Run  federal  PSD  Class  H/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Wilderness  Area 
backgroimd  levels  (at  0.69  deciview)". 

Page  2-39,  Table  2.6,  Minerals/Gas  and  Oil,  all  columns.  Insert  a  new  row  that  includes  the  following  impacts 
and  mitigation  "Exceedance  of  RMP-identified  reasonably  foreseeable  development  estimates;  Significant  - 
exceedance  of  estimates  on  the  GDRA  could  lead  to  impacts  that  are  unidentified  in  the  RMP;  Same  as 
Proposed  Action;  Same  as  Proposed  Action;  No  impact  above  existing  allowable  levels;  The  BLM  would  not 
authorize  actions  that  exceed  the  RMP-identified  reasonably  foreseeable  development  estimates." 
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Page  2-47,  Table  2.6,  Wildlife,  row  3,  columns  2  and  6.  In  column  2  (Proposed  Action)  delete  the  word 
"Insignificant"  and  insert  the  word  "Significant".  In  column  6  (Mitigations)  after  the  word  "breeding"  insert 
"(0.25-mi  buffer)",  after  the  word  "nesting"  insert  "(2.0-mi  buffer)",  and  delete  parenthetical  clause  "(0.25-mi 
buffer)". 

Page  2-54,  Table  2.6,  Visual  Resources,  row  1,  columns  2,  3,  and  4.  In  column  2  (Proposed  Action),  line  4, 
delete  ";  insignificant"  and  replace  with  "and  in  any  undeveloped  area  where  the  landscape  character  is  changed 
to  an  active  oil  and  gas  field;  generally  insignificant";  in  column  3  (Alternative  A),  line  1,  delete  "Insignificant" 
and  replace  with  "Significant  in  undeveloped  areas  that  are  changed  to  active  oil  and  gas  fields;  generally 
insignificant  in  VRM  Class  II  areas";  and  in  column  4  (Alternative  B),  line  1,  delete  "Insignificant"  and  replace 
with  "Significant  in  imdeveloped  areas  that  are  changed  to  active  oil  and  gas  fields;  generally  insignificant  in 
VRM  Class  II  areas". 

3.0  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

Page  3-2,  Table  3.1.  Insert  the  following  element,  its  status,  and  whether  it  is  addressed  in  the  EIS,  "Invasive, 
non-native  species;  Potentially  affected;  Yes"  and  on  line  9  after  the  words  "Water  quahty"  insert  "(surface  and 
groimd)". 

2.12  Air  Quality 

Page  3-6,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  lines  5  and  7.  On  line  5  replace  the  phrase  "both  the  ozone  and"  with  the  word 
"the"  and  on  line  7  replace  the  word  "these"  with  the  word  "the". 

Page  3-6,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  lines  7  and  12.  On  line  7  delete  the  phrase  "and  Savage  Run"  and  change  the 
word  "Areas"  to  "Area"  and  on  line  12  after  "(Map  3.1)"  insert  a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "The  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  is  a  federal  PSD  Class  II  and  State  of  Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  area." 

Page  3-7,  Map  3.1,  legend,  item  5.  Replace  the  phrase  "SAVAGE  RUN  PSD  CLASS  11  WILDERNESS  AREA" 
with  "SAVAGE  RUN  FEDERAL  PSD  CLASS  H/WYOMING  PSD  CLASS  I  WILDERNESS  AREA". 

Page  3-8,  column  1,  paragraph  1.  After  the  paragraph  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads: 

"There  are  no  applicable  Hazardous  Air  Pollutant,  visibility  impairment,  or  atmospheric 
deposition  (acid  rain)  standards.    The  visibility  impairment  regulations  for  both  "reasonably 
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attributable"  and  "regional  haze"  impacts  apply  only  within  mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I 
areas." 

Page  3-8,  colmnn  1,  paragraph  2,  line  16.   Replace  the  acronym  "Ph"  with  "pH". 

Page  3-9,  Table  3.6,  lines  6,  7,  and  8.  Replace  all  ozone  information  with  "Ozone^  8-hr,  117',  160,  n/a,  n/a". 

3.1.4.1  Mineral  Resources 

Page  3-11,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  lines  7  and  10.  Change  the  acronym  "mbo"  to  "mmbo". 

Page  3-11,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  line  2.   Change  the  acronym  "mbo"  to  "mmbo". 

Page  3-13,  Table  3.7,  column  7,  header  and  footnote  3.   Change  the  acronym  "mbo"  to  "mmbo". 

3.1.4.2  Geologic  Hazards 

Page  3-17,  column  1,  paragraph  4,  lines  6  and  7.  Delete  the  name  "North  Granite  Mountain/Green  Mountain 
segment"  and  replace  with  "South  Granite  Mountain  fault  system". 

322  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 

Page  3-37,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  Une  9.  Before  the  number  "29.3%"  insert  the  word  "Approximately"  and  delete 
"[words?]". 

Page  3-39,  Table  3.14,  Sage  Grouse,  row  1,  column  2,  and  row  2,  columns  2  and  3.  In  row  1,  column  2,  change 
"7,000"  to  "7,200";  in  row  2,  column  2,  change  "340,200"  to  "345,500";  and  in  row  2,  column  3,  change  "32.1"  to 
"32.6". 

3.2.2.1   Big  Game 

Page  3-40,  column  2,  paragraph  4,  lines  15  and  16.  On  line  15  replace  the  words  "unsuitable  as"  with  the  word 
"imoccupied"  and  on  line  16  replace  "Map  3.8"  with  "Map  3.9". 
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Page  3-42,  column  1,  paragraph  1,  lines  15  and  17.  On  line  15  before  the  word  "mule"  insert  "adult",  and  on 
line  17  insert  a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "However,  woven  wire  fences,  which  are  common  in  the  CD/WIIPA, 
can  limit  the  movements  of  and  be  life-threatening  to  fawns,  especially  in  pastures  without  reliable  summer  water 
sources  and  during  early  fall  storms  when  fawns  are  too  small  to  jump  fences." 

Page  3-42,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  lines  2  and  5.  On  line  2  before  the  acronym  "WGFD"  insert  the  year  "1997", 
and  on  line  5  after  "(Table  3.13)"  insert  a  new  clause  that  reads  ";  however,  the  expected  population  objective 
for  the  herd  unit  is  250-350  animals". 

Page  3-42,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  lines  2,  4,  6,  and  10.  On  line  2  delete  "unsuitable  as",  on  line  4  delete  "not 
suitable",  on  line  6  delete  "devoid  of  elk",  on  line  10  delete  "unsuitable  as",  and  in  all  four  locations  insert  the 
word  "unoccupied". 

3.2.2.4  Upland  Game  Birds 

Page  3-47,  column  1,  paragraph  4,  lines  1,  3,  and  10-13.  On  line  1  replace  the  niunber  "Sixty-five"  with  "Sixty-six", 
on  line  3  replace  "Fifty-one  (78.5%)"  with  "Fifty-two  (78.8%)",  and  delete  the  sentence  on  lines  10-13  and  replace 
it  with  "WGFD  data  indicate  that  at  least  32  of  the  66  known  leks  on  the  area  (48%)  have  been  active  for  at  least 
one  year  duriug  the  period  of  1995  through  1998." 

Page  3-47,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  lines  1,  5,  7,  10,  and  14.  On  line  1  replace  the  number  "Fifty-six"  with 
"Fifty-seven",  on  Une  5  replace  "7,000"  with  "7,200",  on  line  7  replace  "54%"  with  "56%",  on  line  10  replace  "32%" 
with  "30%",  an  on  line  14  replace  "340,200"  and  "32.1%"  with  "345,500"  and  "32.6%",  respectively. 

Page  3-48,  Map  3.13.  Delete  Map  3.13  and  replace  with  the  following  revised  map. 

Page  3-49,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  line  6.  After  the  bird  "killdeer,"  insert  "white-faced  ibis,". 

4.0   ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES,  MITIGATION,  AND  MONITORING 

4.1.1   Air  Quality 

Page  4-8,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  lines  4  and  6.  On  line  4  after  the  word  "a"  insert  the  word  "revised"  and  on 
line  6  replace  the  reference  "(BLM  1999b)"  with  "(ELM  1999d)". 
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Map  3.13  Sage  Grouse  Lek  Sites  and  Upland  Game  Bird  Management  Areas,  Continental 

Divide/Wamsutter   11   Natural   Gas   Project,    Sweetwater   and   Carbon   Counties, 
Wyoming,  1999. 
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4.1.1.1   Proposed  Action 

Page  4-9,  column  2,  paragraph  4,  line  3.  After  the  word  "gas"  insert  the  word  "typically". 

Page  4-10,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  line  4.  Replace  the  phrase  "would  be  nearly  124  ixg/va?  (24-hr  TSP), 
55  /ig/m'"  with  "would  be  just  below  150  fig/vtr'  (24-hr  TSP),  67  y.g/m^". 

Page  4-11,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  lines  4,  6,  7,  8,  and  12.  On  line  4  replace  the  phrase  "(nearly  34  ng/m?)"  with 
"(nearly  35  ^g/m')";  on  lines  6  and  7  replace  the  phrase  "would  be  151  /tg/m',  which  is  below  the  restrictive 
ozone  WAAQS  of  160  ^g/m'"  with  "would  be  152  /ig/m',  which  is  below  the  8-hour  ozone  WAAQS  and  NAAQS 
of  160  ^g/m^";  on  lines  7  and  8  delete  the  sentence  "The  ozone  NAAQS  is  less  stringent.";  and  on  line  12  after 
the  word  "Wyoming"  insert  the  following:  ",  and  it  is  unlikely  the  maximum  1-hom"  predicted  ozone  impact  woxJd 
occur  for  a  consecutive  8-hoiu"  period." 

Page  4-11,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  Une  6.  Replace  "0.4  x  10"*  and  0.4  x  10"*  individually"  with  "0.5  x  10"*  and  0.4 
X  10"*  individually". 

Page  4-12,  Table  4.3,  column  2,  lines  2  through  7.  Replace  the  entire  individual  well  emission,  modeled  8-hr 
concentration  items  for  all  pollutants  as  follows:  "279.6,  260.9,  14.9,  356.9,  1,382.4,  n/a". 

Page  4-12,  Table  4.3,  columns  2  and  3,  last  line.  Replace  the  entire  gas  plant/compression  emissions,  modeled 
8-hr  concentration  and  range  of  state  AACL  for  formaldehyde  as  follows:   "70.8        4.5  py„  -  71  nvm". 

Page  4-13,  column  1,  paragraph  6,  line  4.  Replace  the  word  "project-wide"  with  "air  pollutant  emission  source". 

4.1.1.5  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Page  4-14,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  line  3.  After  the  phrase  "emission  rate  of  1-5  g/hp-hr."  insert  a  new  sentence 
that  reads:  "The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  applied  to  a  2,500-  to  4,000-hp  rich-burn  engine 
ranges  from  $315  to  $395  per  ton  of  NO^  removed." 

Page  4-14,  column  2,  bullet  1  (Lean  Combustion),  line  7.  After  the  phrase  "emission  rate  of  1.5-4.0  g/hp-hr." 
insert  a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  applied  to  a  2,500-  to  4,000-hp 
rich-bum  engine  ranges  from  $480  to  $500  per  ton  of  NO,  removed." 
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Page  4-14,  column  2,  buUet  2  (Selective  Catalytic  Reduction),  line  7.  After  the  phrase  "of  1.0-2.5  g/hp-hr."  insert 
a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  appUed  to  a  2,500-  to  4,000-hp 
rich-burn  engine  ranges  from  $700  to  $890  per  ton  of  NO,,  removed." 

Page  4-14,  column  2,  bullet  3  (Electric  Compression),  hne  10.  After  the  phrase  "coal-fired  power  plants)."  insert 
a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "Usmg  current  industrial  electrical  rates  and  assuming  100%  control  due  to 
ehmination  of  the  2.0  g/hp-hr  NO,,  emissions  at  the  compressor  site,  the  cost  effectiveness  of  electric 
compression  is  roughly  $26,000  per  ton  of  compression  NO^  removed." 

Page  4-14,  column  2,  paragraph  5.  After  the  fourth  paragraph  insert  a  new  bullet  item  that  reads: 

"•  Fuel  Cell  Technology.  It  is  not  currently  feasible  to  connect  enough  fuel  cells  together 

to  generate  the  compression  horsepower  necessary  for  the  project.  Approximately  75 
fuel  cells  (at  a  capital  cost  of  nearly  $30  miUion)  would  be  required  to  provide  20,000 
hp  of  compression.  In  addition,  current  technology  allows  only  two  fuel  cells  to  be 
connected  in  a  series,  and  as  of  January  1998,  there  were  only  160  of  these  units 
operating  worldwide.  The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  control  technology  ranges  from 
$20,000  to  $40,000  per  ton  of  NO,  removed." 

Page  4-16,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  lines  1,  2,  and  15.    On  lines  1  and  2  replace  the  sentence  "The  BLM,  in 

cooperation  with  WDEQ-AQD,  could  continue  to  track  total  NO,  emissions."  with  "In  addition  to  sources  located 

within  the  Rock  Springs  Field  Office  Area,  the  BLM,  in  cooperation  with  WDEQ-AQD,  could  track  total  NO, 

emissions  from  additional  CD/WIIPA  sources  located  outside  the  area.";  and  after  the  paragraph  insert  a  new 

paragraph  that  reads: 

"Proposed  CD/WIIPA  NO,  emitting  soiu-ces  located  within  the  Rock  Springs  Field  Office  Area 
are  subject  to  the  existing  agreement.  However,  most  of  the  proposed  CD/WIIPA  sources 
would  be  located  outside  the  area.  Therefore,  either  a  mutually  acceptable  revision  or  a 
separate  agreement  would  be  required  to  track  NO,  emission  sources  not  subject  to  the  current 
agreement." 

4.1.1.6  Cumulative  Impacts 

Page  4-16,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  lines  1  and  3.   On  line  1  after  the  word  "a"  insert  the  word  "revised"  and  on 
line  3  replace  the  date  "1999b"  with  "1999d". 

Page  4-17,  Table  4.4.   Replace  the  entire  table  with  the  following  revised  table  (see  following  page): 
Page  4-18,  Table  4.5.  Replace  the  entire  table  with  the  following  revised  table  (see  following  page): 
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Table  4.4  Predicted  Direct  Project  NO2  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Sensitive  Receptor  Impacts,  Continental 

Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming,  1999.' 


Location 


Direct  Project  Sources 


PSD  Increment 


PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Areas 

Bridger  Wilderness 

Fitzpatrick  Wilderness 

Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness 

Rawah  Wilderness 
PSD  Class  n  Sensitive  Areas 

Adjacent  to  CD/WIIPA 

Adjacent  to  South  Baggs  Project 

Dinosaur  National  Monument 

Popo  Agie  Wilderness 

Wind  River  Roadless  Area 
Federal  PSD  Class  n/Wyoniing  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Area 

Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area 


0.001 
<0.001 
0.01 
0.005 

21.2 
1.8 

0.009 

0.001 

<0.001 

0.008 


2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

25 
25 
25 
25 
25 

25/2.5 


Measured  as  ^g/m'  (annual  average) . 


Table  4.5  Predicted  Change  in  Acid  Neutralizing  Capacity  in  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Sensitive  Lakes  (Percent 

Change),  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natiu-al  Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon 
Counties,  Wyoming,  1999. 


Location 


Minimum  ANC 
0»q/l) 


Project  Sources 


Cumulative 
Sources 


Thresholds 


PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Areas 

Bridger  Wilderness 

Deep  Lake 
(2.7-year  turnover) 

Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness 

Pothole  A-8 

Seven  Lakes 

Upper  Slide  Lake 
Rawah  Wilderness 

Island  Lake 

No.  4  Lake 
PSD  Class  n  Sensitive  Areas 

Medicine  Bow  National  Forest 

West  Glacier  Lake 
Popo  Agie  Wilderness 

Lower  Saddlebag  Lake 


49.0 


0.1 


1.4 


10 


14.2 

0.3 

1.5 

7.0 

30.0 

0.2 

1.0 

10 

22.6 

0.2 

1.0 

4.4 

64.6 

<0.1 

0.4 

10 

43.5 

0.1 

0.6 

10 

29.7 

0.4 

4.6 

10 

58.3 

<0.1 

0.5 

10 

For  lakes  with  minimum  existing  ANC  values  <25  /teq/1,  the  threshold  of  concern  is  less  than  a  1  jteq/l  reduction  below  the  minimum 
existing  ANC  value  (e.g.,  for  Pothole  A-8  in  the  PSD  Class  I  Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area,  0.070  x  14.2  ^leq/l  equals  1  ^eq/l). 
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Page  4-19,  column  1,  paragraph  4,  line  10.   Replace  "(1-68  deciview)"  with  "(1.69  deciview)". 

Page  4-19,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  lines  1  and  2.  Replace  the  phrase  "the  PSD  Class  II  Savage  Run  Wilderness 
Area  (0.67  deciview)"  with  "the  federal  PSD  Class  Il/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area 
(0.69  deciview)". 

Page  4-19,  column  2,  bullet  1,  lines  4  through  6.  Replace  the  phrase  "Recently,  NO^  emissions  from  existing 
sources  in  southwestern  Wyoming  have  been  decreasing."  with  "A  reduction  of  NO^  emissions  from  existing 
sources  in  southwestern  Wyoming  is  anticipated,  primarily  due  to  installation  of  control  devices  on  the  Naughton 
coal-fired  electrical  generation  facility." 

Page  4-20,  Table  4.6,  lines  9  and  10.  On  line  9  delete  all  existing  "Savage  Run  Wilderness"  items,  and  after  line 
10  insert  the  following:  "Federal  PSD  Class  Il/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Receptor,  Savage  Run  Wilderness 
Area,  0,  0,  0". 

Page  4-21,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  lines  6  through  8.  Replace  the  sentence  "A  similar  conclusion  has  been 
reached  by  the  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum."  with  "The  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum 
is  developing  a  secondary  organic  aerosol  model,  but  it  is  not  currently  available  for  use." 

Page  4-21,  column  2,  paragraph  3,  line  4.  Replace  the  word  "project- wide"  with  "air  pollutant  emission  source". 

4.1.2.2  Alternative  A 

Page  4-24,  column  1,  paragraph  1,  line  5.   Change  "27%"  to  "47%". 

4.U   Mineral  Resources 

Page  4-26,  column  1,  paragraph  2.  Delete  the  entire  paragraph  and  insert  the  following  revised  paragraph: 

"The  following  analysis  shows  that  the  Proposed  Action  and  development  alternatives  are 
generally  compatible  with  these  management  objectives;  however,  significant  impacts  would 
occur  under  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  extraction  of  oil  and  gas  reserves  and  their 
subsequent  imavailability  for  future  generations.  Significant  impacts  also  could  occur  if 
development  within  the  RFO  area  exceeds  the  estimates  provided  in  the  GDRA  RMP  (see 
Section  1.2.4).  Furthermore,  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  if  development  is  denied, 
significant  adverse  impacts  could  occur  due  to  the  violation  of  leaseholders'  rights." 
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4.1.3.1   Proposed  Action 

Page  4-26,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  line  5.   Change  the  acronym  "mbo"  to  "mmbo". 

Page  4-26,  column  1,  paragraph  3.  After  the  paragraph  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads: 

"Since  the  proposed  development  in  the  RFO  area  exceeds  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  estimates  presented  in  the  GDRA  RMP,  significant  impacts  (i.e.,  impacts  not 
accounted  for  during  GDRA  planning)  could  occiu".  However,  the  proposed  development  is 
scheduled  to  occur  over  the  next  20  years,  and  the  BLM  will  be  initiating  a  RFO  area  land  use 
plan  review  and  possible  amendment  prior  to  reaching  the  reasonably  foreseeable  disturbance 
estimates  made  in  the  RMP.  Furthermore,  the  BLM  will  not  authorize  development  actions 
(APDs,  ROWs)  that  exceed  current  reasonably  foreseeable  disturbance  estimates  prior  to  the 
plan  review  and  possible  amendment." 

4.1.3.5   Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Page  4-27,  column  1,  paragraph  4.   Prior  to  paragraph  4  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads: 

"The  BLM  would  not  authorize  development  beyond  the  reasonably  foreseeable  development 
estimates  specified  in  the  GDRA  RMP  (see  Section  1.2.4).  The  BLM  will  initiate  a  plan  review 
and  possible  amendment  for  the  RFO  area  prior  to  reaching  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  estimates  contained  in  the  GDRA  RMP." 

4.1.7.5  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Page  4-38,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  bullet  1.  After  the  word  "fluids"  insert  "(i.e.,  moderately  to  highly  permeable 
soUs)". 

Page  4-38,  column  2,  paragraph  4.  After  the  paragraph  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads: 

"The  BLM  may  require  the  establishment  of  an  adaptive  environmental  management  program 
for  surface  water  resources.  The  plan  would  involve  BLM,  Operators,  landowners,  permittees, 
and  other  area  users  and  entities  with  an  interest  in  participation.  The  plan  would  call  for  the 
establishment  and  review  of  monitoring  procedures  and  results  to  determine  their  efficacy,  and 
in  the  event  significant  impacts  are  foimd  the  plan  may  call  for  the  modification  of  existing 
surface  water  mitigations." 

423  Wildlife  and  Fisheries 

Page  4-47,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  line  6.  After  the  word  "failure"  insert  "and/or  loss  of  sage  grouse  productivity". 
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4232  Birds 

Page  4-59,  column  1,  paragraph  4,  lines  3,  5,  and  14.  On  line  3  replace  tlie  number  "340,200"  with  "345,500",  on 
Une  5  replace  "(Table  4.12)"  with  "(see  Table  3.14)",  and  on  line  14  replace  "7,000"  with  "7,200". 

Page  4-59,  column  2,  paragraph  1,  lines  1-6.   Delete  the  entire  sentence. 

Page  4-59,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  Unes  5-11.  Delete  the  entire  sentence  and  replace  with  "Furthermore,  with 
the  implementation  of  the  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  for  this  project  and  associated  monitoring  and  potential 
implementation  of  augmented  protection  measures  (see  Appendix  D),  most  impacts  to  sage  grouse  associated 
with  the  Proposed  Action  are  expected  to  be  less  than  significant.  However,  regional  sage  grouse  populations 
have  apparently  been  declining  over  the  last  several  years,  and  these  declines  have  been  attributed  to  a  number 
of  factors  including  climate,  predation,  Uvestock  grazing,  and  mineral  development.  Therefore,  significant  impacts 
to  sage  grouse  productivity  could  occur  under  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action." 

Page  4-59,  column  2,  paragraph  4,  lines  1,  4,  8,  and  9.  On  line  1  delete  "to  sage  grouse  and  other"  and  replace 
with  "most";  on  line  4  after  the  word  "raptors"  insert  "and  sage  grouse";  on  line  8  after  the  word  "areas"  insert 
"and  2.0-mi  sage  grouse  nesting  buffers"  and  after  "Maps  2.3"  insert ",  3.13";  and  on  One  9  after  the  word  "raptors" 
insert ",  sage  grouse,". 

Page  4-60,  Table  4.12,  column  1.  Delete  "571,000",  "31,000",  1,466,500",  and  "91,200"  and  replace  with  "576,300", 
"31,100",  "1,471,800",  and  "91,300",  respectively. 

Page  4-61,  column  1,  paragraph  1,  lines  1,  4,  7,  and  9.  On  line  1  delete  "to  sage  grouse  and  other"  and  replace 
with  "most";  on  line  4  after  the  word  "raptors"  insert  "and  sage  grouse";  on  line  7  after  the  word  "raptors"  insert 
"and  sage  grouse";  and  on  line  9  after  the  word  "raptors"  insert ",  sage  grouse,". 

Page  4-62,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  line  1.  Before  the  word  "Unless"  insert  a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "While 
no  power  lines  are  currently  proposed,  if  they  do  become  necessary,  the  BLM  would  prohibit  Operators  from 
building  power  lines  within  0.6  mi  of  sage  grouse  leks,  pursuant  to  the  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  (see 
Appendix  D)." 
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Page  4-62,  column  1,  paragraph  2.  After  paragraph  2  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads:  "The  BLM  may  require 
that  permanent  caps  placed  on  abandoned  wells  be  less  than  1.0  m  tall.  This  measure  would  limit  the  suitability 
of  these  caps  as  hunting  perches  for  raptors  and  corvids  (e.g.,  crows  and  ravens)." 

Page  4-62,  column  2,  paragraph  3,  lines  9,  11,  14,  and  16.  On  line  9  after  the  word  "raptor"  insert  "and  sage 
grouse";  on  line  11  after  the  word  "raptor"  insert  "or  sage  grouse";  on  line  14  after  the  word  "nests"  insert  "and 
sage  grouse  leks  and  probable  nesting  areas";  and  on  line  16  after  the  word  "raptor"  insert  "and  sage  grouse". 

Page  4-64,  Map  4.7.  Delete  Map  4.7  and  replace  with  the  following  revised  map. 

4.2.5.5   Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Page  4-71,  column  2,  bullet  3,  line  2.  After  the  word  "lakes"  insert ",  areas  with  vegetation  <4  inches  in  height". 

Page  4-72,  column  1,  dash  1.   Delete  the  entire  text  of  the  dash  and  replace  with: 

Surveys  would  be  required  by  the  BLM  to  clear  an  action  for  mountain  plovers  prior 
to  beginning  a  planned  activity,  and  surveys  would  be  conducted  during  the  period  of 
April  15-June  30  for  development  activities  plaimed  during  this  period." 

Page  4-72,  column  1,  dash  4.  After  dash  4  insert  a  new  dashed  item  as  follows: 

"-  Where  access  roads  and/or  well  locations  have  been  constructed  prior  to  the  moxmtain 

plover  nesting  season  and  use  of  these  areas  has  not  been  initiated  for  development 
actions,  the  BLM  would  require  site  investigations  of  these  disturbed  areas  prior  to  use 
to  determine  whether  mountain  plover  are  present.  In  the  event  mountain  plover 
nesting  is  occurring,  the  BLM  may  require  delays  in  development  activities  until 
nesting  is  complete." 

Page  4-72,  column  1,  bullet  1,  lines  1  and  2.    Delete  the  phrase  "Operators  would  consult  with  the  USFWS 

and/or  BLM"  and  replace  with  "Where  prairie  dog  colonies  would  be  disturbed,  Operators  would  consult  with 

the  USFWS  and/or  the  BLM  and  BLM  would  initiate  informal  consultation  with  the  USFWS". 

Page  4-72,  column  2,  paragraph  3.  After  paragraph  3  insert  a  new  paragraph  that  reads: 

"To  further  protect  mountain  plover,  the  BLM  may  require  presence/absence  surveys  consistent 
with  cm-rent  USFWS  protocol.  Survey  methods  may  be  as  foUows: 

•  conduct  surveys  during  early  courtship  and  territory  establishment  (i.e..  May  1  through 
Jime  15); 

•  conduct  siu^eys  from  sunrise  to  10:00  a.m.  and/or  from  5:30  p.m.  to  simset; 

®  preferably  conduct  surveys  from  foiu'-wheel  drive  vehicles  or,  where  access  is  a 

problem  and/or  no  visual  observations  are  made  from  vehicles,  use  ATVs. 


X8 
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Map  4.7  Regional  Sage  Grouse  Leks,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project, 

Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming,  1999. 
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remain  in  or  close  to  the  vehicle  when  scanning  with  binoculars; 

visual  observations  would  be  made  of  all  areas  within  200  m  of  proposed  disturbance 

sites; 

sites  would  be  surveyed  three  times  during  the  survey  window  with  each  survey 

separated  by  at  least  14  days; 

do  not  conduct  surveys  in  poor  weather; 

focus  surveys  on  identifying  displaying  or  calling  males; 

if  breeding  bhds  are  observed,  conduct  additional  surveys  immediately  prior  to 

construction  to  search  for  active  nest  sites; 

if  an  active  nest  is  located,  estabUsh  a  200-m  buffer  zone  around  nest  to  prevent  direct 

and  indirect  nest  disturbance; 

project  initiation  would  occur  as  near  to  completion  of  the  survey  as  possible;  and 

if  an  active  nest  is  found  in  the  survey  area,  planned  activities  would  be  delayed 

37  days,  or  1  week  post-hatching,  or  if  a  brood  of  fUghtless  chicks  is  observed,  activities 

would  be  delayed  at  least  7  days. 
Furthermore,  prior  to  authorizing  surface  distiu-bance  within  200  m  of  known  mountain  plover 
concentration  areas  (i.e.,  areas  where  broods  and/or  adults  have  been  observed  in  the  current 
year  or  documented  in  at  least  2  of  the  last  3  years),  regardless  of  the  season,  the  BLM  may 
initiate  informal  conferencing  with  the  USFWS." 


4.4.1   Proposed  Action 

Page  4-78,  Table  4.15.   Replace  Table  4.15  with  the  following  revised  table  (see  following  page). 

Page  4-79,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  lines  7,  8,  9,  and  11.  On  line  7  replace  the  nimiber  "411"  with  "53";  on  line  8 
replace  the  number  "$14"  with  "$6.6"  and  after  "(Table  4.15)."  insert  a  new  sentence  that  reads  "Some  additional 
revenues  would  also  be  generated  from  the  production  of  approximately  80  miUion  bbl  of  natural  gas  Uquids."; 
on  Une  9  replace  the  number  "$865"  with  "$396";  and  on  Une  11  replace  the  number  "$1.8"  with  "$0.8". 

4.5.1.2  Recreation 

Page  4-82,  column  2,  paragraph  3,  line  8.  After  the  word  "area"  insert  "(a  potentially  significant  impact,  see 
Section  4.6),". 

4,6   AESTHETICS  AND  VISUAL  RESOURCES 

Page  4-90,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  lines  4  and  5.  On  line  4  after  the  word  "areas"  insert  "under  the  Proposed 
Action"  and  on  line  5  after  the  word  "pattern"  insert  "and  imder  any  alternative  where  the  landscape  character 
(aesthetics)  is  changed  from  undeveloped  to  an  active  oil  and  gas  field". 
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Table  4.15  Estimated  Gas  and  Condensate  Production,  State  and  Local  Severance  Taxes,  and  Federal 

Royalties  for  the  First  25  Years  of  Operation,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11  Natural  Gas 
Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Cotmties,  Wyoming,  1999. 


Year 

Gas  Production 
(mmcfxl,000)' 

Gas  Price 

($/mcf)" 

Condensate 

Production 

(mbblxl.OOOy 

Condensate 
Price 

{%rhh\f 

State  and  Local 

Taxes 
($x  1,000,000)" 

Federal  Royalty 
($xl, 000,000)' 

1999 

50 

1.96 

1 

20.27 

16 

7 

2000 

150 

1.97 

3 

20.37 

48 

22 

2001 

250 

1.98 

5 

20.47 

80 

37 

2002 

300 

1.99 

6 

20.58 

96 

45 

2003 

350 

2.00 

7 

20.69 

113 

53 

2004 

300 

2.01 

6 

20.78 

97 

45 

2005 

250 

2.02 

5 

20.89 

81 

38 

2006 

200 

2.03 

4 

20.99 

65 

31 

2007 

150 

2.04 

3 

21.10 

49 

23 

2008 

100 

2.05 

2 

21.20 

33 

15 

2009 

90 

2.06 

2 

21.31 

30 

14 

2010 

80 

2.07 

2 

21.41 

28 

13 

2011 

70 

2.08 

21.52 

22 

10 

2012 

60 

2.09 

21.63 

20 

9 

2013 

50 

2.10 

21.74 

17 

8 

2014 

40 

2.11 

21.84 

14 

7 

2015 

30 

2.12 

21.95 

11 

5 

2016 

20 

2.13 

0 

22.06 

6 

3 

2017 

15 

2.14 

0 

22.17 

4 

2 

2018 

10 

2.15 

1 

22.28 

6 

3 

2019 

5 

2.17 

0 

22.40 

1 

2020 

5 

2.18 

0 

22.51 

1 

2021 

5 

2.19 

0 

22.62 

1 

2022 

4 

2.20 

0 

22.73 

1 

2023 

3 

2.21 

0 

22.85 

0 

2024 

2 

2.22 

1 

22.96 

2 

Ave. 

— 

2.09 

— 

21.59 

- 

- 

Total 

2,589 

- 

53 

— 

845 

396 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

mmcf  =  million  cubic  feet. 

Gas  and  condensate  prices  are  based  on  the  average  1997  prices  escalated  at  a  0 

2024;  $/mcf  =  price  per  thousand  cubic  feet;  $/bbl  =  price  per  barrel. 

mbbl  =  thousand  barrels. 

State  and  local  taxes  are  assumed  to  be  a  6.0015%  and  7.34%,  respectively,  on 

Based  on  1,500  wells  on  federal  lands  with  a  12.5%  royalty  interest. 

.5%  annual  rate  through 
all  revenue. 
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4.6.1  Proposed  Action 

Page  4-90,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  line  12.  Add  a  new  sentence  that  reads  "Furthermore,  a  significant  impact 
could  occur  in  any  area  where  the  landscape  character  is  changed  from  undeveloped  to  an  active  oil  and  gas 
field." 

4.6.2  Alternative  A 

Page  4-90,  column  2,  paragraph  3,  line  11.  After  "Alternative  A"  insert ";  however,  where  currently  imdeveloped 
areas  are  utihzed  for  oil  and  gas  operations,  a  significant  impact  to  landscape  character  could  occur." 

4.63  Alternative  B 

Page  4-90,  column  2,  paragraph  4,  line  11.  After  "Alternative  B"  insert ";  however,  where  currently  undeveloped 
areas  are  utihzed  for  oil  and  gas  operations,  a  significant  impact  to  landscape  character  could  occur." 

4.6.6   Cumulative  Impacts 

Page  4-92,  column  2,  paragraph  3,  line  7.  Add  a  new  sentence  that  reads  "Furthermore,  a  significant  impact 
could  occur  in  any  area  where  the  landscape  character  is  changed  from  undeveloped  to  an  active  oil  and  gas 
field." 

5.0  CONSULTATION  AND  PREPARERS 

Page  5-8,  Table  5.1,  column  3,  line  9  and  column  2,  Une  10.  In  the  third  column,  line  9,  before  the  word  "State" 
insert  "Past",  and  in  the  second  column,  line  10,  replace  the  name  "Larsen"  with  "Hallberg". 

6.0  REFERENCES 

Page  6-1,  column  1.  Above  the  reference  "Allen,  J.M.  1980."  insert  the  reference: 

"Air  Resource  Specialists,  Inc.  n.d.  Standard  operating  procedures  and  technical  instructions 
for  transmissometer  systems.  Fort  Collins,  Colorado." 
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Page  6-4,  column  2.  Above  the  reference  "Biireau  of  Land  Management.  1999a."  insert  the  reference: 

"Bureau  of  Land  Management.  1998e.  Final  air  quality  impact  assessment  protocol  - 
Continental  Divide/Greater  Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Projects.  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Rawlms  District  Office.  Rawlins, 
Wyoming.   September  28,  1998." 

Page  6-4,  column  2.  After  the  reference  "Bureau  of  Land  Management.   1999b."  insert  the  references: 

"Bureau  of  Land  Management.  1999c.  Pinedale  Antichne  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and 
Development  Project:  Air  quality  assessment  protocol.  U.S.  Department  of  Interior, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Pinedale  Field  Office.  Pinedale,  Wyoming.  Jime  1999. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management.  1999d.  Revised  ak  quality  impact  assessment  technical  support 
document,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Projects.  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs 
Field  Offices.   Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs,  Wyommg.   September  1999." 

Page  6-6,  column  1.  Above  the  reference  "Dorn,  R.D.   1992."   msert  the  reference 

"De  Bruin,  R.H.,  and  C.S.  Boyd.  1991.  Oil  and  Gas  Map  of  Wyoming.  Geological  Survey  of 
Wyoming.   Map." 

Page  6-6,  column  1.  After  the  reference  "Environmental  Studies  Board.   1974."  insert  the  reference: 

"Environmental  Protection  Agency.  1979.  Protecting  visibiUty  -  An  EPA  report  to  Congress. 
EPA-450/5-79-008.  Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards.  Research  Triangle 
Park,  North  Carolina.  October  1979." 

Page  6-6,  column  1.  After  the  reference  "Environmental  Protection  Agency.   1997b."  insert  the  references: 

"Environmental  Protection  Agency.  1998.  Interagency  Workgroup  on  Air  Quahty  Modeling 
(IWAQM)  phase  2  summary  report  and  recommendations  for  modeling  long  range 
transport  impacts.  EPA-454/R-98-019.  Office  of  Air  Quahty  Planning  and  Standards, 
Research  Triangle  Park,  NC.  December  1998. 

Environmental  Protection  Agency.  1999.  Visibility  monitoring  guidance.  EPA-454/R-99-003. 
Office  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and  Standards.  Research  Triangle  Park,  North 
Carolina.  June  1999." 


Page  6-8,  column  2.  After  the  reference  "Kuck  et  al.  1985."  insert  the  references: 

"Landres,  P.,  and  S.  Meyer.  1998.  A  national  wilderness  preservation  system  database:  Key 
attributes  and  trends,  1964-1998.  General  Technical  Report  INT-GTR-18. 
http://www.wildemess.net/nwps/db/  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Research 
Station.  Odgen,  Utah." 
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Page  6-8,  column  2.  Above  the  reference  for  "Lyon,  L.J.,  and  A.L.  Ward"  insert  the  following  reference: 

"Lyon,  A.G.,  and  S.H.  Anderson.  1998.  Effect  of  Gas  Development  on  Sage  Grouse 
Populations,  1998  Field  Season  Findings.  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildhfe 
Research  Unit,  University  of  Wyoming.   Laramie,  Wyoming." 

Page  6-9,  column  2.  After  the  reference  to  "Murray  et  al.    1995."  insert  the  references: 

"National  Acid  Precipitation  Assessment  Program.  1991.  Acid  deposition:  State  of  science  and 
technology:  report  24  -  visibility:  existing  and  historical  conditions  -  causes  and  effects. 
U.S.  National  Acid  Precipitation  Assessment  Program,  Office  of  the  Director, 
Washington,  D.C. 

National  Park  Service.  1999.  Federal  land  managers'  air  quality  related  values 
workgroup  (FLAG):  Draft  phase  I  Report.  Air  Quahty  Division.  Denver, 
Colorado.   May  4,  1999." 


Page  6-9,  coliunn  2.  After  the  reference  "Olendorff  et  al.   1981."  insert  the  reference: 

"Olson,  D.  1998.  Memorandum  to  J.  Scire,  Earth  Tech,  Inc.  regarding  the  release  of 
SWWYTAF  MM5  data  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  dated  December  15, 1998. 
State  of  Wyoming,  Department  of  Environmental  Quality,  Air  Quality  Division. 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming." 


Page  6-12,  column  2.  After  the  reference  "University  of  Wyoming.   1996."  insert  the  reference: 

"U.S.  Department  of  Agricultural  -  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service.  1998.  PRISM  data 
set  (available  on  compact  disk  or  at  http://www.ftw.nrcs.usda.gov/prism/prism.html). 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  National  Water  and  Climate  Center,  Portland, 
Oregon." 


Page  6-13,  colimm  2.  After  the  reference  "Wasser  and  Shoemaker.   1982."  insert  the  reference: 

"Watson,  J.G.,  et  al.  1996.  Mt.  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area:  Reasonable  Attribution  Study  of 
Visibility  Impairment.  Prepared  for  the  Technical  Steering  Committee,  c/o  Colorado 
Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division, 
Denver,  Colorado,  by  the  Desert  Research  Institute,  Reno,  Nevada.  July  1,  1996." 


APPENDIX  B:  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN 


Page  B-2,  Map  B-1.1.   Delete  Map  B-1.1  and  replace  with  the  following  revised  map. 
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WYOMING 


Map  B-1.1  General  Location  Map  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Project,  Sweetwater  and 

Carbon  Counties,  1999. 
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APPENDIX  D:  WILDLIFE  PROTECTION  PLAN 

D-2.0   IMPLEMENTATION  PROTOCOL 

Page  D-4,  Table  D-2.1,  column  2,  lines  3  and  4.  On  line  3  change  the  date  "November  15"  to  "early  November", 
and  on  line  4  change  the  date  "early  February"  to  "early  January". 

Page  D-6,  Table  D-2.3,  column  1,  lines  19  and  20  and  column  2,  line  15.  In  column  1,  lines  19  and  20,  replace 
"(within  0.25  mi  of  proposed  well  locations  or  300  ft  of  proposed  roads)"  with  "(within  200  m  of  proposed 
distiu^bance)",  and  in  column  2,  line  15  change  the  dates  "March  15  and  August  15"  to  "April  15  and  June  30". 

D-222  Threatened.  Endangered,  Candidate,  and  Other  Species  of  Concern 

Page  D-11,  Table  D-2.4,  line  6.  Insert  a  new  species  as  follows  "White-faced  ibis;  Plegadis  chihi;  SC;  X;  X;  ~; 
No;  FT(P/R)". 

Page  D-13,  Table  D-2.5,  line  2.   Delete  the  row  starting  with  "white-faced  ibis". 

D-2.2.2.3  Mountain  Plover 

Page  D-17,  column  1,  paragraph  1,  Unes  2,  9,  10,  18,  19,  21,  22,  25,  26,  and  29.  On  line  2  replace  the  number 
"6"  with  "4";  on  line  9  replace  "March  15"  with  "April  15";  on  line  10  replace  "August  15"  with  "June  30";  on  line 
18  replace  "March"  with  "April";  on  line  19  replace  "July  15"  with  "June  30";  on  line  21  replace  "March"  with 
"April";  on  line  22  replace  "March  31"  with  "April  30",  "July  1"  with  "June  15",  and  "August  15"  with  "June  30"; 
on  Une  25  replace  "April"  with  "May",  "30"  with  "15",  and  "two"  with  "three";  on  Une  26  replace  "two"  with  "three"; 
and  on  line  29  add  a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "Where  access  roads  and/or  well  locations  have  been  constructed 
prior  to  the  mountain  plover  nesting  season  and  use  of  these  areas  has  not  been  initiated  for  development 
actions,  site  investigations  of  these  disturbed  areas  would  be  conducted  prior  to  use  to  determine  whether 
mountain  plover  are  present." 

D-2.23   Sage  Grouse 

Page  D-18,  Map  D-2.3.  Delete  Map  D-2.3  and  replace  with  the  following  revised  map. 
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— — ■  PROJECT  AREA  BOUNDARY 

2-MI  BUFFER  ZONE 

•  LEK   LOCATION 
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UGBMA  UPLAND   GAME   BIRD 
MANAGEMENT   AREA 


1295\GR0USC 


Map  D-2.3  Known  Sage  Grouse  Lek  Locations,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11  Natural  Gas 

Project  Area,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming,  1999. 
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D-2.3.2.3   Mountain  Plover 

Page  D-22,  column  1,  paragraph  2,  line  2.  After  the  word  "lakes"  insert  ",  areas  with  vegetation  <4  Laches  in 
height". 

APPENDIX  E:   BIOLOGICAL  ASSESSMENT 

E-1.0   INTRODUCTION 

Page  E-1,  column  2,  paragraph  2,  lines  2  and  14.  On  Une  2  delete  the  word  "the"  at  its  first  occurrence  and  on 
line  14  insert  a  new  sentence  that  reads:  "There  currently  is  no  designated  critical  habitat  for  any  threatened  or 
endangered  species  in  the  CD/WIIPA." 

Page  E-2,  Table  E-1.1,  line  13.   Change  the  federal  status  for  moimtain  plover  from  "C"  to  "Proposed  as  T". 

E-2.0   PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Page  E-5,  column  1,  paragraph  3,  line  6.  After  the  word  "areas,"  insert  "probable  sage  grouse  nesting  areas  (i.e., 
areas  within  2.0  mi  of  sage  grouse  leks),". 


E-22  ALTERNATIVE  A  -  14-ACRE  MAXIMUM  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE  PER  FEDERALLY  MANAGED 
SECTION  IN  SRAS 


Page  E-6,  paragraph  2,  line  10.  Replace  the  percentage  "27%"  with  "47%". 
E-4.1  APPLICANT-COMMinED  MEASURES 

Page  E-12,  column  2,  item  17,  line  2.  After  the  word  "lakes"  insert ",  areas  with  vegetation  <4  inches  in  height". 

Page  E-13,  column  1,  bullet  3.  Delete  the  entire  text  of  the  bulleted  item  and  replace  with: 

"•  Surveys  would  be  required  by  the  BLM  to  clear  an  action  for  moimtain  plovers  prior 

to  beginning  a  planned  activity,  and  surveys  would  be  conducted  during  the  period  of 
April  15- June  30  for  development  activities  planned  during  this  period." 

Page  E-13,  column  2,  line  7.   Insert  a  new  bulleted  item  as  follows: 
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"•  Where  access  roads  and/or  well  locations  have  been  constructed  prior  to  the  mountain 

plover  nesting  season  and  use  of  these  areas  has  not  been  initiated  for  development 
actions,  the  BLM  would  require  site  mvestigations  of  these  disturbed  areas  prior  to  use 
to  determine  whether  moimtain  plover  are  present.  In  the  event  mountain  plover 
nesting  is  occurring,  the  BLM  may  require  delays  in  development  activities  until 
nesting  is  complete." 

Page  E-13,  column  2,  item  19,  hues  1  and  2.    Delete  the  phrase  "Operators  would  consult  with  the  USFWS 

and/ or  BLM"  and  replace  with  "Where  prairie  dog  colonies  would  be  disturbed,  Operators  would  consult  with 

the  USFWS  and/or  the  BLM  and  BLM  would  initiate  informal  consultation  with  the  USFWS". 

E-5.1.1.2  Potential  Effects 

Page  E-15,  column  2,  paragraph  3,  lines  2  through  4.  On  Unes  2  and  3  delete  the  phrase  "there  would  be  no 
effect  to"  and  insert  "the  proposed  project  is  unlikely  to  adversely  affect",  and  on  lines  3  and  4  delete  the  phrase 
"due  to  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives". 

E-5.2.6.3  Mitigation  Measures 

Page  E-25,  column  2,  lines  4,  5,  and  18.  On  line  4  replace  "March  15"  with  "April  15",  on  line  5  replace 
"August  15"  with  "June  30",  and  on  hne  18  replace  "August  15"  with  "July  1"  and  "March  15"  with  "April  15". 
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7.1   PUBLIC  MEETINGS 


7.0   COMMENTS  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 

7.1.1   Rock  Springs  Meeting.  May  24. 1999 


Two  public  meetings  designed  to  allow  area  residents  and  other 
attendees  to  verbally  comment  on  the  proposed  project  were 
held-one  in  Rock  Springs  on  May  24,  1999,  and  one  m  Rawlins 
on  May  25,  1999.  The  attendance  records  and  proceedings  for 
the  public  meetings  are  presented  below.  Table  7.1  presents  a 
Ust  of  commentors  at  both  meetings. 


7.1.1.1  Attendance  Record 

The    attendance    record   for    the    Rock   Springs   meetiug   is 
presented  in  Table  7.2. 


Table  7.1      List  of  Public  Meeting  Commentors,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon 
Counties,  Wyoming. 


Meeting  Attended 


Comment  Number       Commentor 


Rock  Springs  Meeting 
(May  24,  1999) 


2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 


Donald  Hartley,  Southwest  Wyoming  Industrial  Association 

G.W.  Bragh 

David  Bunning,  John  Bunning  Transfer  Company,  Inc. 

Tim  Kaumo,  SW  Wyoming  Mineral  Association 

William  Johnson,  Union  Pacific  Resources 

Ellis  L.  Wheeler,  Searle  Bros. 

Dallas  C.  Bennett,  Texaco  ETP  Inc. 

Terrence  M.  McNulty,  Landowner 


Rawlins  Meeting 
(May  25,  1999) 


2 
3 
4 


Frank  Krugh,  Marathon  Oil  Company 

Doug  Dowlin,  Highland  Enterprises 

Art  Zeiger,  Carbon  Comity  Commissioner 

Trent  Morgan,  Welding  Contractor 
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Table  7.2      List  of  Attendees  at  the  May  24,  1999,  Public  Meeting  in  Rock  Springs,  Wyoming,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II 
Natural  Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming. 


Alvin  Schmaltz 

Ross  Hennerman 

Don  and  Nancy  Bigley 

Gene  Holt 

Tim  Kaimio 

Nellie  Secale 

Pete  Guernsey 

Curtis  and  Lisa  Nelson 

Lisa  Lelson 

Rod  Prosceno 

Chris  Frost 

J.  Hinda 

Salley  Pedersen 

Frank  Links 


William  J.  Johnson 
C.L.  Whiler 
David  Petrie 
LaVeta  B.  Pennock 
Juanita  Myers 
David  J.  Running 
Edgar  T.  Fay 
J.E.  Mueller 
Garry  Fedrizzy 
Betty  Wilkinson 
A.C.  Egbert 
Doug  Howard 
Keith  Dang 
Lyle  Woelich 


Jeanne  Zuick 
Birch  Smith 
Anne  Smith 
Keith  Slater 
G.W.  Braze 
Dan  Hartley 
Chuck  Thompson 
Mike  Cochran 
Broch  Pope 
Bob  Flansburg 
Ray  Lovato 
Richard  Vasa 
Randy  Shipman 
Sharon  Hamilton 
Bob  Hamilton 
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7.1.1.2  Record  of  Proceedings /Rock  Springs 


CONTINENTAL  DrVTOEWAMSlTTER  D  DRAFT  EIS 

PUBLrC  HEARING 

MAY  24.  1999 

7:(M)pm 

Mctling  stoned  at  7:00  P.M..   Bill  LeBarroo  introduced  himself  and  welcomed  everybody. 
Explained  to  the  audience  that  the  court  reporter  failed  to  appear  for  the  hearing  and  a  tape 
recorder  was  not  available,  therefore.  Bill  LeBarron,  Alicia  Otpna  Giles,  and  Ten  Dealtins 
will  take  notes  to  at  leas!  capture  the  gist  of  public  comments.  Bill  LeBarron  read  a  preparec 
statement  to  the  audience  (see  Atmchraenl  1).   Introduced  the  following  individuals  involved 
with  the  preparation  of  the  EIS. 


Pele  J.  Guernsey 

Kirk  Steinie 

Clare  Miller 

Tcri  Deakins 
Scon  Archer 


Project  Manager.  TRC  Manah  Associates.  Inc..  an  environmental 
consulting  firm  contracted  to  prepare  the  draft  EIS. 

Amoco  Production  Company,  project  coordinator  for  oil  and  gas 
operators  panicipating  m  the  development  project. 

BLM  Rawlins  Field  Office,  BLM  Team  Leader  for  preparation  of  the 
Draft  EIS. 

BLM  Rock  Springs  Field  Office  Team  Leader  for  llie  Draft  EIS. 

BLM  Air  Quality  Specialist  from  the  National  Applied  Resource 
Sciences  Center  in  Denver,  coordinator  for  Che  Air  Quality  Analysis. 

Clare  Miller  summarized  the  Continental  DivideAVamsutter  n  Natural  Gas  Project  and 
findings  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement.   (See  Attachment  2) 

Bill  recognized  the  first  registered  speaker. 

SPEAKERS: 

I  Donald  Hartley,  Southwest  Wyoming  Industrial  Association  -  In  favor  of  the  Proposed 
Action  of  3,000  wells.  The  timing  of  diis  projea  is  appropriate  in  light  of  the  budget 
shonfails  faced  by  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties.  This  project  could  generate  one  billion 
dollars  in  the  next  20-30  years  with  a  payroll  of  660  million.   Support  a  decision  in  favor  of 
the  Proposed  Acuon. 

Randy  Shlpman  -  Elected  to  send  in  written  commetils. 

Chuck  Thompson.  Key  -  Elected  to  send  in  written  comments. 

2|C.  W.  Brngh,  SCC  Sterling  Company  -   The  most  important  statement  Is  "No  significant 
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wells  dug  by  the  Oil  iSt  Gas  companies.  Nobody  in  the  oil  field  wants  to  lose  these.  We 
even  stop  and  watch  sage  chickens  cross  the  road  and  count  them.   We  Itave  to  supply  what 
we  have  to  other  parts  of  the  United  States  just  as  we  count  on  them  to  provide  us  with  their 
products. 

With  no  more  registered  speakers  and  no  more  testimonies  for  the  record.  I  declare  this  public 
hearing  closed  as  of  7:50  P.M.  -  Bill  LeBarron 

Bill  informed  the  group  "If  any  of  you  have  further  questions,  feel  free  to  discuss  diem  with 
either  BLM  staff;  Peter  Guernsey,  TRC  Mariah  Associates  Inc..  and/or  Kirk  Sleinle. 
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me  personally.   Let's  go 


£l  impact."  If  it  doesn't  impact  anything  and  it  helps  the  economy  and 
|on  with  II 

ElUs  Wheeler.  Searie  Brothers  -   Elected  to  send  in  written  comments. 

David  Sunning,  John  Bunning  Transfer  Company,  Inc.  -   Rock  Springs  native.   Need  to 
modity  the  FEIS.  economic  section.   Assuming  that  2,000  wells  are  drilled  and  at  J 12  000  per 
rig  move  would  create  S24  million  of  which  one-half  would  be  wages  or  a  SI2  million 
payroll.   Considering  only  5%  sales  tax,  it  would  generate  S600,000  to  the  county  coffers    If 
3.000  wells  are  drilled,  it  would  be  S36  million.  SI  8  million  in  wages,  and  S900,000  is  sales 
to.t  revenue.   Considering  a  1.5  job  multiplier  (every  2  jobs  creates  a  third),  sales  tax 
geneiated  from  moving  drilling  rigs  would  be  I J  million.   A  year-round  job  paying  130,000 
would  create  a  payroll  of  392,430  for  moving  drilling  ngs.  BLM  needs  to  look  at  the  social- 
economic  effects  and  not  just  the  adverse  effect  to  environment.   Need  to  look  at  people. 
More  are  moving  out  of  the  state. 

Tim  Knumo,  Soudiweslem  Wyoming  Mineral  Association  -  Since  November  1997,  the  oil 
and  gas  industry  has  lost  52,000  jobs  and  shut  down  136,000  oil  wells  and  59,000  gas  wells. 
Industry  will  probably  be  looking  at  going  overseas  to  ijuole  Bill  Richaidson.   (See 
Attachment  3,  Letter  from  Southwest  Wyoming  Mineral  Association  and  Associated  Press 
arude  from  the  Casper-Slar  by  Brace  Smidi). 

Read  an  article  from  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council.  (See  Attachment  4,  Wyoming 
Ouuloor  Council's  Red  Desert  Article) 

We  live  here  and  know  what  a  great  place  this  is.    We  want  diis  project  to  go  through. 
This  IS  our  lowest  in  years.   We've  laid  people  off.   No  jobs  for  summer  anidents. 
It  s  been  going  on  for  the  last  seven  lo  eight  months  since  we've  done  any  work. 
Common  sense  needs  to  be  used.  This  is  what  we're  up  against  (holding  up 
Wyoming's  Outdoor  Council  internet  article).   Wo  have  to  fight  what  we  see  on  the 
inlemet.   As  Dave  said  about  social  economics.   Wyoming  is  losing  it's  population. 
They're  looking  for  work  somewhere  else  besides  Wyoming.   We  don't  want  the 
industry  to  go  over  seas.   We've  been  here  a  long  time.  We're  going  to  have  to  baby 
this. 

I  1  am  speaking  for  the  Mineral  Association  and  we're  in  total  support  of  this  project 

j  wmiam  Johnion,  Union  Pacific  Resources  -  This  is  America  and  things  are  supplied  fiom 
one  part  of  the  country  to  the  other.  We  can't  grow  watermelons  in  Wyoming.   So  we  gel 
them  from  somewhere  ebe.   We  don't  make  c«rs.   We  get  them  fiom  other  pins  of  (he 
United  States.  We  have  the  natural  gas  that  is  supplied  to  other  pam  of  the  United  States. 
We  are  silting  on  coal,  oil  and  gas  and  we  need  other  parts  of  the  United  States  to  enjoy  this 

I  n  °  ^^c  ""  °"™'  8"'  ""i  I  <«l  others  need  to  enjoy  it  The  greatest  antelope  herd  in  the 
United  SUIB3  IS  found  in  this  area.  Come  and  look  at  deer  in  the  oil  patches.  Sage  Chicken 

II  didn  t  leave  the  oil  field,  it  just  moved  lo  another  ditch.  Sage  Chickens  are  by  the  water 
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PUBLIC   MEETING/ HEARING   PROCEEDINGS 
CONTINENTAL    DIVIDE/WAMSUTTER    II 
DRAFT    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    STATEMENT 

May  24,    1999    -    7   pm    -    BLM  Rock   Springs   Field  Office 
May  25,    1999    -    7  pm   -   BLM  Rawlins   Field  Office 


Welcome  and  opening  remarks:   BLM  Manager  and/or 
meeting  administrator       ' 

Good  evening.      I  would  like   to  welcome  you  to   this 
public  hearing  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter 
II  Draft  Environmental   Impact  Statement.      I 

^- ■ the  for  the  BLM 

Rock  Springs  /  Rawlins  Field  Office.  I  will  be  the 
hearing  officer  this  evening.  In  addition,  I  would 
also  like  to  introduce  the  following  individuals  who 
helped  prepare  the  document  and  who  have  been 
available  during  the  open  house  and  who  will  be 
available  immediately  after  the  formal  testimony  to 
help  answer  any  further  questions. 


Peter  J.  Guernsey 


Project  Manager,  TRC  Mariah 
Associates  Inc.,  an 
environmental  consulting  firm 
contracted  to  prepare  the  draft 
EIS. 
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Kirk  Steinle  -  Amoco  Production  Company, 

project  coordinator  for  oil  and 
gas  operators  participating  in  the 
development  project. 

Clare  Miller  -  BLM  Rawlins  Field  Office,  BLM 

Team  Leader  for  preparation  of  the 
Draft  EIS. 

Teri  Deakins  -  BLM  Rock  Springs  Field  Office, 

assistant  Team  Leader  for  the  Draft 
EIS. 

Scott  Archer  -  BLM  Air  Quality  Specialist  from  the 
National  Applied  Resource  Sciences 
Center  in  Denver,  coordinator  for  the 
Air  Quality  Analysis. 
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submissions  and  oral  statements  from  organizations 
or  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying 
themselves  as  representatives  or  officials  of 
organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  made  available 
for  public  inspection  in  their  entirety. 

Written  comments  will  be  received  by  the  BLM  through 
July  1,  1999,  and  should  be  sent  to  the  BLM, 
attention  Clare  Miller,  EIS  Team  Leader,  P.O.  Box 
2407,  Rawlins,  Wyoming,  82301. 

Before  I  begin  to  recognize  those  of  you  who  have 
asked  to  testify,  I  would  like  to  set  some  ground 
rules.   If  you  have  not  registered,  please  do  so. 
If  you  have  indicated  you  wish  to  testify,  I  will 
recognize  you  in  the  order  that  you  have  registered. 
If  you  registered  and  did  not  indicate  you  wish  to 
testify,  but  decide  during  the  proceedings  you  want 
to  testify,  I  will  ask  for  additional  comments  after 
all  of  the  registered  speakers  have  spoken. 

when  recognized,  please  come  up  to  the  podium  so 
everyone  present  can  hear,  state  your  name,  address, 
and  if  you  represent  someone  other  than  yourself, 
and  the  name  of  the  organization.   Please  speak 
clearly  so  that  the  reporter  can  hear  your  remarks. 
We  generally  limit  testimony  to  ten  minutes  to  allow 
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The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  provide  the  public 
an  opportunity  to  siibmit  for  the  record  oral  and 
written  testimony  on  the  recently  completed  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project  located 
approximately  north  and  south  of  Wamsutter,  Wyoming. 
This  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  prepared  by 
TRC  Mariah  Associates  Inc.,  an  environmental 
consulting  firm,  with  the  guidance,  participation, 
and  independent  evaluation  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management . 

All  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  intact 
statement,  both  oral  and  written  received  tonight, 
will  be  considered  in  preparing  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement.   Comments,  including 
names  and  street  addresses  of  participants  will  be 
available  for  public  review  during  business  hours 
and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement.   Individual 
respondents  may  request  confidentiality.   If  you 
wish  to  withhold  your  name  or  street  address  from 
public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom 
of  Information  Act,  you  must  state  this  prominently 
at  the  beginning  of  your  comments.   Such  requests 
will  be  honored  to  the  extent  allowed  by  law.   All 
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everyone  a  chance  to  speak;  however,  if  we  have  only 
a  few  people  who  want  to  testify,  we  may  allow  you 
to  speak  a  bit  longer. 

Also,  if  you  are  testifying  from  a  written 
statement,  if  you  would  give  us  a  copy  of  your 
statement,  it  will  help  the  court  reporter  in 
preparing  an  accurate  record. 

As  a  public  hearing,  this  is  not  a  forum  for 
questions  and  debate.  We  request  that  you  not 
question  anyone  during  their  testimony.   However, 
the  reporter  or  I  may  need  to  ask  a  question  for 
clarification  of  those  who  do  testify. 

We  realize  that  some  of  you  may  have  questions  or 
items  that  you  want  to  discuss.  After  the  formal 
hearing  is  closed,  BLM  staff,  Peter  Guernsey 
representing  the  contractor,  and  Kirk  Steinle  who  is 
the  company's  representative  will  be  available  to 
answer  questions.  However,  qtuestions  and  comments 
will  not  be  recorded  and  will  not  be  made  part  of 
the  formal  record. 

Are  there  any  questions  regarding  these  proceeding? 

I  would  now  like  to  have  Clare  Miller,  the  BLM  EIS 
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Team  Leader,  briefly  aiuiraiarize  the  Continental 

Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project  and  findings 
in  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement. 
Immediately  after  the  summary,  public  testimony  will 
begin. 

I  will  now  recognize  our  first  registered  speaker. 

Thank  you.   That  is  the  last  registered  speaker. 
Are  there  any  members  of  the  audience  who  wish  to 
introduce  testimony  for  the  record  this  evening? 

If  there  are  no  further  speakers ,  I  declare  this 

public  hearing  closed  as  of  p.m.   Thank  you 

very  much  for  attendance.   If  any  of  you  have 
further  questions,  feel  free  to  discuss  them  with 
the  either  BLM  staff,  Peter  Guernsey  - 
representative  of  TRC  Mariah  Associates  Inc.,  and/or 
Kirk  Steinle  ■  company  representative. 
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3  000  well  locations,  along  with  access  roads, 
pipelines  and  other  ancillary  facilities. 
Alternative  A  is  similar  to  the  Propoaed  Action,  but 
would  limit  disturbance  on  Federal  lands  in 
Sensitive  Resource  Areas  (SRA)  -  areas  containins 
high  value  resources  -  to  no  more  than  14  acres  of 
additional  disturbance  per  section.   Alternative  B 
also  is  similar  to  the  Proposed  Action,  but  would 
limit  disturbance  to  no  more  than  30  acres  of 
additional  disturbance  per  section  on  Federal  lands 
within  sensitive  resource  areas.   The  No  Action 
Alternative  analyzes  the  current,  ongoing  level  of 
development  (845  wells)  within  the  project  area,  and 
continuation  of  that  activity  into  the  future. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  analyzed  in  this  EIS  would 
involve  the  rejection  of  the  Operators'  Proposed 
Action  and  Alternatives  A  and  B;  however,  denial  of 
the  development  alternatives  would  not  constitutes  a 
denial  of  all  natural  gas  development  on  the  area. 
Since  over  half  of  the  CD/WIIPA  is  not  federally 
owned  and  since  the  BLM  would  not  deny  access  to 
these  private  and  state  owned  lands,  nor  would  the 
BIjM  allow  the  drainage  of  federal  minerals,  some 
development  of  the  Continental  Divlde/Wamsutter  II 
project  area  would  occur  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative , 

The  proposed  project  is  to  explore  for  and  develop 
natural  gas  and  condensate  reserves  present  in  the 
Almond  Formation  and  other  formations  at  depths  of 
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Executive  Summary 
Amoco  Production  Company,  Union  Pacific  Kesources 
Company,  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation,  Snyder  Oil 
Corporation,  and  other  natural  gas  operators 
(collectively  known  as  the  Operators)  propose  to 
explore  for  and  develop  natriral  gas  reserves  on  the 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Project  Area 
(CD/WIIPA)  In  eastern  Sweetwater  County  and 
southwestern  Carbon  County,  Wyoming.   This  draft  BIS 
was  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  as  amended,  to 
assess  the  environmental  conaeguences  of  the 
Operators'  proposed  development  and  la  Intended  to 
provide  the  public  and  decision-makers  with  a 
coiqplete  and  objective  evaluation  of  impacts,  both 
beneficial  and  adverse,  resulting  from  the  Proposed 
Action  and  reasonable  alternatives . 

The  Proposed  Action,  two  alternative  development 
strategies,  and  a  Ho  Action  Alternative  are 
analyzed.  Additional  alternatives  Including  those 
considering  project  area-wide  well  densities/spacing 
patterns,  fewer  wells,  increased  surface  disturbance 
per  wall,  phased  development,  no  development,  and 
development  in  the  Adobe  Town  Wilderness  Study  Area 
were  considered  but  rejected  for  environmental, 
economic,  and/or  legal  reasons. 

The  CD/WIl  DEIS  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action  -  full  field  development  of  3,000  wells  on 


Record   of  Proceedings/Rock   Springs,  Attachment   2, 
Page  3 

approximately  7,000-10,000  ft  in  the  project  area. 
The  project  area  encompasses  approximately  1,061,200 
acres  (50  %  federal  siirface,  1  %  state  surface,  and 
49  %  private  surface) . 

Operators  propose  to  construct,  drill,  complete, 
operate,  and  reclaim  a  maximum  of  3,000  new  well 
locations  on  variable  spacing  patterns  within  the 
project  area  beginning  in  1999  (sjibsequent  to  the 
release  of  the  Record  of  Decision)  and  continuing 
for  20  years  with  an  estimated  life  of  project  of 
30-50  years.  Additional  construction  activities 
include  a  total  of  approximately  1,500  mi  of  new  or 
upgraded  roads,  1,500  mi  of  new  pipelines,  five 
compressor  stations,  one  gas  processing  facility,  10 
evaporation  ponds,  5  disposal  wells,  and  50  water 
well.   Standard  procedures  as  currently  used  in  gas 
field  developments  throughout  Wyraning  would  be 
employed  during  project  development  and  operations, 
and  all  project  activities  conducted  during  the  LOP 
would  comply  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and 
county  laws,  regulations,  and  stipulations.   Gas 
from  the  project  would  be  transported  through 
existing  and  newly  developed  pipelines  linking 
natural  gas  wells  with  existing  regional  pipelines 
in  the  project  area. 

Numerous  standard  project -specific  and  site-specific 
mitigation  measures  would  be  employed  during  all 
phases  of  the  project  to  assure  that  potential 
impacts  are  minimized.  Site- specific  measures  would 

3 
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be  applied  as  specified  in  approved  applications  for 
permit  to  drill  and  rights  of  way  applications  for 
each  new  project  feature.   Surveys  and/or  monitoring 
would  be  conducted  for  cultural  resources, 
paleontological  resources,  raptor  nests,  sage  grouse 
lekE,  threatened,  endangered,  candidate,  and  special 
status  species,  and  reclamation  areas  to  document 
their  status  relative  to  specific  disturbance 
activities.   Reclamation  would  be  conducted  as  soon 
as  possible  on  areas  disturbed  during  initial 
construction  that  are  not  required  for  the  LOP. 
Upon  completion  of  the  project,  all  wells  would  be 
plugged  and  abandoned,  surface  facilities  would  be 
removed,  and  most  disturbed  areas  would  be  reclaimed 
and  revegetated. 

Critical  elements  of  the  human  environment  that 
could  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project  include 
air  quality,  cultural  resources,  environmental 
justice,  floodplain.  Native  American  religious 
concerns,  threatened  and  endangered  (T&E)  species, 
hazardous  or  solid  wastes,  water  quality, 
wetlands/riparian  zones,  and  wilderness. 
Potentially  significant  adverse  in^jacts  could  occur 
to  these  elements  and  other  resources  as  follows : 
surface  water  resources  under  any  alternative;  soils 
and  vegetation  on  stabilized  dunes  under  the 
Proposed  Action  and  No  Action  Alternatives;  oil  and 
gas  development  and  resources  under  any  alternative 
that  denies  mineral  exploration  and  development  of 
existing  leases  or  extract  these  resources; 
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site  specific  paleontologic  surveys  and  monitoring 
would  be  conducted  as  necessary  to  minimize 
potential  adverse  impacts  to  important  fossils,  and 
therefore,  no  significant  impacts  are  anticipated 
under  any  alternative. 

Potential  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
would  be  mitigated  through  data  recovery  and/or 
avoidance  of  significant  properties .   No  significant 
impacts  are  anticipated  under  any  alternative. 

Potential  impacts  to  wild  horses  under  the  proposed 
action  and  alternatives  are  not  anticipated  to  be 
significant. 

TSE  species  that  may  occur  on  the  area  include 
black-footed  ferret,  bald  eagle,  peregrine  falcon, 
and  Ute  ladies  tresses  and  described  in  the 
biological  assessment  for  this  project  (see  Appendix 
E)  .   In  addition,  swift  fox  and  mountain  plover, 
proposed  threatened  species,  potentially  occur  on 
the  area,  and  four  TSE  fish  species--  Colorado 
squawfish,  bun^back  chub,  boaytail  chub,  and 
razorback  sucker-occur  downstream  in  the  Green 
River/Colorado  River  drainage.   No  adverse  effects 
to  these  species  or  significant  impacts  to  state 
sensitive  species  are  anticipated  from  project 
development  under  any  alternative. 

This  EIS  presents  the  BIMb   analysis  of  environmental 
impacts  under  the  authority  of  NEPA  and  associated 
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recreational  users  and  rural  residents  that  are 
displaced  as  a  result  of  the  project  under  the 
Proposed  Action;  big  game  and  raptor  productivity  as 
a  result  of  displacement  due  to  human  activity 
during  project  development  under  the  Proposed 
Action;  and  visual  resources  in  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VHM)  Class  II  areas  under  the  /Proposed 
Action  and  No  Action  Alternatives . 

No  significant  impacts  to  ground  water  resoxirces  in 
the  project  area  are  anticipated  under  any 
alternative. 

Since  BLM-approved  activities  must  comply  with  all 
applicable  local,  state,  tribal,  and  federal  air 
quality  laws,  statues,  regulations,  standards,  and 
implementation  plans,  significant  adverse  in^acts  to 
air  quality  are  not  anticipated  to  occur  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  action  or  any  of  the 
alternative  actions. 

Mo  significant  atmospheric  deposition  (acid  rain) 
impacts  are  predicted  to  occur  in  sensitive  area 
lakes,  including  the  extremely  sensitive  lakes  in 
the  PSD  Class  I  Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area. 

Given  the  reasonable,  but  conservative,  nature  of 
the  cumulative  air  quality  impact  analysis  it  is 
unlikely  that  noticeable  visibility  iiiq>acta  would 
occur  in  adjacent  wilderness  areas. 
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rules  and  guidelines.  The  BLM  will  use  this 
analysis  to  make  a  decision  regarding  the  continued 
authorization  of  construction,  drilling,  completion, 
operation,  and  reclamation  activities  as  proposed  by 
the  operators  for  explorations  and  development  of 
natural  gas  in  the  CD/WIIPA. 
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Southwest  Wyoming  Mineral  i^sociatiot^ 

P.O.  tSax  2783 

Kock  Springs.  Wyoming  82902 


Miy  14, 1999 


Dear  Memben; 

At  a  receot  meetliig  of  the  Independeat  Petroleum  AssodatiOB  of  America  and  U  S 
Energy  Secretary  Bill  Ricliardson__ 

(Bmce  Smltb-  a  p:)  **Acconting  to  tbe  Indcpendeot  Petroleum  Auoe  of  America  , 
■luce  November,  1997  tbe  oil  and  gu  iDdottry  hai  lott  52,000  Jobs  and  fhnt  down  13ti,000 
oil  welli  and  59,000  gaji  welli."  To  quote  Bill  Rlcbardion,  'Tbere  1«  real  opportunity 
around  tbe  world,  I  know  we  have  to  take  care  of  tblngi  here  at  borne  -  but  InternBtioDally, 
you  guys  need  to  look  out  a  Uttle.  Eipedally  If  these  mergers  (among  major  oU  companies) 
happen,  1  think  there  will  be  more  opportunity  for  you  overseas." 

We  don 't  need  to  look  oveneas.  >w  have  a  oorentlellv  taije.  lon^  tenn  proled  in  the 
works  ripht  here  bi  our  awn  backyard. 

We  are  all  well  aware  of  the  slow  start  we  have  bad  In  the  oil  patch  In  1999.  We 
have  an  opportunity  to  help  and  sustain  the  oil  &  gas  bosiness  in  Wyoming.  The  draft 
environmental  Impact  statsment  for  Contlneotal  DlrldeAVamsntter  II  Natural  Gas  Project 
was  recently  released.  Ifyou  want  to  see  this  project  approved  by  the  BLM  and  see  drilling 
start  in  1999  you  absolutely  need  to  support  It  The  project  proposes  3,000  loc&tion3/3,000 
wells,  to  be  drilled  over  20  years.  We  n«d  to  Bupport  "The  Praposed  Action  -  fuU  Ileld 
developmenL" 

The  public  meeting  will  be  on  May  24, 1999  at  the  Rocic  Springs  BLM  office  at 
7:00  p.m^  with  an  open  house  from  1:30  to  4KrO  p.m.  It  li  very  Important  that  we  hive  at 
least  100  supporter!  at  these  meetings.  At  recent  BLM  meetings  coocemiog  O&G  projects 
the  support  has  been  9  envtrdumentalisti  to  1  Indosiry.  If  we  want  this  project  to  move 
forward,  we  have  to  support  It  and  let  the  BLM  know  that  we  arc  still  here.  Please  make 
copies  of  this  notice  and  pass  it  oat  to  everyone  that  depends  on  oU  St  gas  to  make  their 
living,  and  encourage  them  to  attend  these  meethigs.   If  you  have  any  questions  or 
comments  piemsc  call  Betty  at  (307)  381-5650. 


Thank  you. 
Lynn  Hall,  Prealdeot 
Tim  Kaomo,  Vice-president 


BctQr  WIDcbuon,  Secretny 
LaVeU  Pennock,  Treararer 


Record    of   Proceedings/Rock    Springs,    Attachment    4, 
Page  1 


Wyoming  Ouukior  Cmiiu-'il 


Frontline  Rqion 


issues  Update 


The  Red  Desert:  Natural  Treasure  Faces  Opportunistic  Destruction 


D«piK  the  opponuntsticdcstruciionortnuch  of  your  public  lands  by  mining  limbenng.  overgmzin^  oil  snd  gns  drilling:  and 
polluHon,  then:  mil  remain  some  exquisiic  cro Ml  jewels  or  nature  ond  hisiory  ihcy  iiovcn?!  gnncn  around  to  yei. 

Ore  of  the  grandest  of  Ihnc  ipecial  placci.  the  Wyomirm  Red  Desen.  in  now  "on  the  block.'  If.'s  mostly  your  propeny.  bui 
ilN  handled  for  you  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Lat»d  Management  (BLM).  an  ngcncy  with  little  hj.iior>  of  sensitivity. 

Listen  to  what'/K  involved.  The  Red  De«n  reaches  for  70  miles  from  South  Pass  to  Rock  Spring.-;,  it  includes  pnrUi  of  ilic 
Grm  Divide  Basin,  d  unique  inlcnor  drainage  encircled  by  (tie  Continental  Divide  which  kccjw  to  (tscir  all  of  ibe  scant  10 
inches  of  ram  that  futts  ilterc  each  year. 

Bui  thfli'?sju."!ioneofthc  Red  Dcscn?s  fa!iciiiaiion5.  Thou»and.s  of  American  cmipranBMcking  new  h\irK  in  the  uawtilcd 
WcKi  dmve  their  wagons  through  South  Pass  bi  a  break  in  the  central  Rocky  Mouniains,  guided  hy  Oregon  Suites,  visiibk  for 
u  hundred  miles. 

A  few  miles  lurllier  wuth  in  this  sandy  landscape,  you  come  upon  the  Tri-TerriioriDi  MonumcnL  marking  the  junciurc  of  the 
ihrte  great  Land  mas.<;cK  which  define  the  cnijrt;  weucm  half  of  the  United  States,  ncquirrd  during  the  rirMtiDirofthc 
nineiccnih  ccniur}':  the  Louisiana  Purchase,  the  acquisition  from  Mexico,  and  the  Oregon  Tcmiory, 

A  shiver  of  history,  even  reverence,  is  unovoidoble.  But  travel  only  three  more  miles  south  on  a  uindy  track  and  you  ascend 
(he  gentle  spine  of  Sicamboal  Mountain  to  a  wonderland  ofa-W  groves  graced  tiy  u  cool  spnng.  Steamboat  hartwrs  a  rare 
dcscn  eli:  hrnJ  and  one  of  the  country'/s  last  wild  horse  bands,  and  they  all  come  periodically  lo  the  Rpnng. 

After  v  night  of  coyote  BcrcnBdcs.  continue  your  exploration  down  between  Steamboat?!)  (houldcr  blades  and  to  the  south. 
where  vast  ricld>>  of  mnd  dunes  frame  the  Doar7>;  Tu^  an  ancient  volcanic  core  Kvcral  hundred  feci  tail. 

Look  baek  lo  the  rampans  of  Stcamboal.  which  resembles  an  immense  Titanic  plowing  through  scree  fieldK  and  nnd  dunes 
on  iis  way  in  some  mythical  pon  of  call. 

But  wmething  is  dreadftilly  wrong  here.  You  do  noi  have  lo  ftquini  in  the  dcsen  sunlight  to  tee  tlic  grotesque  inirusioas  on 
the  landscape.  Biiiecting  tlic  Bosr?£  TuEk  sand  dune  saucer  is  j  long  xtring  of  high  icnkion  pole»..  inserted  in  this  pristine 
setting  to  deliver  elcclriciry  to  z  MS.  Steel  taconite  iron  ore  mine  ai  Allaniic  City.  The  mine,  but  not  tbe  poles,  quit  15  years 
ago. 

Mnrring  ihc  surrounding  detien  arc  oil  wells.  Morage  tank.^  gaf;  lines  and  brine-water  retaining  ponds. 

As  ifthesc  blots  on  the  landscape  were  noi  enough,  they  could  be  merely  harbingers  ofnn  imminent  invasion,  Earlier  this 
year  the  BLM  announced  iiR  inicni  to  offer  29  leases  cneompauing  thouunds  of  acres  within  this  'Jack  Morruw  Hillii'' 
region  to  oil  and  gas  corporaiion.s.  The  lease  xcancTed  within  a  600.00&-Bcre  sector,  were  to  be  HokJ  on  August  4. 

Envifonmcnuilisis.  including  this  writer  whh  40  years?  history  exploring  the  region,  were  ekcirined.  Groups  including  the 
Indiana  Izaak  Walton  League,  the  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council,  the  Wildlife  Management  Jnmiiuie  and  the  Siem  Club  filed 
strenuous  objectioas.  On  July  29.  BLM7s  Wyoming  office  decided  to  defer  granting  the  lease*  until  ihey  completed  a 
'Coonlinaied  Activity  Plan'  (CAP)  to  determine  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  developmeni.  That  report  h  projected  to  come 
some  lime  ne:^i  year. 
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Oil  industry  changes  may 
be  boon  for  independents 


By  BRUCE  SMmi 

Assddttal  Prea 

CHARLESTON,  S.C  -  Recent 
tough  times  In  the  natlon'i  oil 
pitch  may  be  easing  while 
changes  In  the  Industry  globally 
may  provide  new  opportunities 
lor  Independent  producers,  U,S. 
Energy  Secretary  BUI  Richard- 
son said  Tuesday. 

"Domestic  oil  and  gas  pro*, 
ductldn  Is  key  to  our  economic 
energy  and  nnUonal  security," 
Richardson  told  a  meeting  of  the 
IndependeHt  Petroleum-Associ- 
ation ol  AmerlcA.  "Addressing 
low  oil  prices  requires  balanc- 
ing energy,  economic  and  na- 
tional security  Issues." 


The  domestic  oil  Industry  has 
been  hammered  by  lower  de- 
mand because  o(  economic 
probjems  In  Asia  and  warmer 
whiters,  Increased  production 
by  some  foreign  producers  and 
resumption  of  Iraqi  oil  exports. 

Since  November  1997,  the  I* 
dustry  has  lost  SZOOO  )obs  and 
shut  dbwn  136,000  oil  wells  and 
S9,n00  gas  wells,  according  tp 
the  association.  It:  represents 
8,000  crude  oil  and  lUiturill  gu 
prddilcers  In  33  (tales. 

With  prices  retwunding 
somewhat  In  recent  months, 
Richardson  said,  1  say,  and  I 
say  this  guardedly,  1  Ihlrtk  We're 
seeing  some  hopeful  algns. 

Pleue  see  OIL,  B4 


OIL 


Continued  from  "Casper' 

He  said  that  major  all  compa- 
nies have  thllted  more  ol  their 
Investment  to  overseas  explo- 
ration and  production,  partly  be- 
cause of  lower  costs.  In  addition, 
recent  mergers  among  the  Indus- 
try's largest  companies  may  give 
independents  an  opportunity  to 
acquire  smaller  domestic  wells. 
"It  stands  to  reason  that,  as 
the  majors  look  elsewhere,  inde- 
pendent production  will  likely 
represent  an  ever-larger  share  ol 
our  domestic  production," 
Rk^rdson  said.  "Our  policies  of 


eniiancing  domestic  production 
converge  with  the  needs  and  In- 
terests  of  independent  produc- 
ers."    ■ 

However,  lie  said  bdependent 
producers  also  need  to  look  for 
niches  overseas. 

There  Is  )ust  real  opportunity 
around  the  world.  I  know  we 
have  to  take  care  of  things  here 
at  home  -  but  internationally, 
you  guys  need  to  look  out  a  IKtie 
more.  Especially  If  these  mergers 
happen,  I  think  there  wOl  be  more 
opportunity  for  you  overseas," 
he  said. 
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There  arc  counilesM  reasons  rorobjceting  to  the  destrijciion  of  this  unique  naairal  and  hittlorictTeanirc.  Here  are  junta  few  of 

*  Oil  and  gas  prKes  ore  •(  hbtronc  ktwi:.  This  would  dramatically  reduce  revenues  generated  in  exchange  iur  plundering  the 
Red  DcMsn?!!  publicly-owned  osaetB.  Tbe  nation  has  no  present  need  for  the  fuel  thai  would  be  generated  here. 

'  Dewrr  elk  end  wild  hone  populations  would  he  depicMMd  or  extnpBted  iDeuinB  proeeedt. 

*  Oil  and  gm  facility  conitniciion  would  decDDy  the  &iea7s  pristine  larMJscope  and  its  cultural  and  historic  ttsouices.  when 
public  policv  should  instead  dictnie  removing  existing  encroachments  and  pcrntanently  prDtccting  ihe  arca?)>  wildlands. 
wildlife,  wotcr  and  air  quality. 

*  Few  oppominiiies  icmain  lo  prcKTve  Ajnerica?f  nonnil  deserl  lutdscapei.  This  unique  ores  cannoi  be  ncrirwed  on  the 
anvil  of  corporate  profilft. 

Industry  ik  counting  on  public  ignoraiue  and  indiffermce.  Prove  ihcm  wTDng:  write  to  AI  Picrson.  Wyoming  Saie  Direaor. 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  ManagemenuPO  Box  1828,  Cheyenne.  Wy«2O03.  Do  it  now.  Preaent  and  fatuie  generarioni:  will  be 
The  bcnerjctaridi  of  your  actions. 


Tom  Ouuin  i£  Envtronmental  AiTaini  Adviter  lo  tbe  Indiana  Iznak  Walton  League. 
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7.1.1.3   EUis  Wheeler 


PUBLIC  COMMENT  SHEET 
Continental  DivideAVamsutter  II  Naniral  Gas  Project 

fPUcit  Pnn:  UgiUyj 


Orsubatioi 

Do  TOO  wtah  to  be  OD  the  maUUig  Uit  fgr  thia  project?    Vea      )(?     No  

IT  rou  checfc  y«i.  you  axamass  includiiii  OAmca  and  iddreues  wiil  be  'oude  iviUable  for  pnblfc  review  itsiat 
buiinm  houn  uid  nay  be  pablUhed  i»  j«n  of  tbe  envirenmentaJ  ualy^i.   If  you  wiih  to  wiihboki  your  name 
sod  addnu  ina  diickiture  under  the  Frecdooi  of  bforaation  Aa  you  mutt  tate  so  u  the  bogijinioi  of  jtwr 
eoramena.  Wt  wU]  honor  ycur  icquui  to  te  eneni  allowed  by  l>w.  If  ywi  icpreMOt  aa  onimaailtti.  ww 
eomraena  wfli  be  nude  mvtiiMUc  (or  pubUc  nview. 


,r  /?>"  /y  ./i//>-/,u^  f>^  RgV  'SPoiAv^s  ,  T  hoot 


mySptf     /i^    y^^.n..    ^    >,.7-    T^g    y,-fW      ol- 


f>-h:>\A- — Oo--    'ty?\r    ooe^-    <NTrt.    'iJsfl/',    ^a   npgf< 
4    l;44lf    5?,iftV.»Vy    ;q    oar   t-yi jusV.e5.     /77c   /?-nJ    n-iv 


rcZ/gm     ?w>^c     Vi^ot    ?an.,-,W<;       ^tr;.      sa     leV^    fc-.  J- 


'^      -fo-^rtii^     An,)      tfcrw     /^)|  n;t   e)5,    >^U5y 


'^'"nV  ^ 


Hl'-s  kiVirflyr, 


7kajiir>iM^jM 


7.1.1.5   Terrence  M.  McNultv 


DEPT.  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
P.O.  BOX  IE! 
CHEYENNE.  WYOM.  !2(I03-I«2! 

DEAR  SIR: 

I  AM  A  LANDOWNER  IN  THE  AREA  OF  THE  COOTTNENTIAL  DIVIDEAI^AMSUTTER  H 
NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT.  I  HAVE  SEVERAL  CONCERNS  REOARDiNC  THE  PROPOSED 
DRILLING. 


81 
91 

101 


11 


1.  THE  EFFECTS  OF  AN  EXTENSIVE  DRILLING  PLAN  IN  THE  WINTERING  LANDS  OF 
RESIDEMT  BIO  GAME  MAMMELS. 

2.  SIGNIFICANT  DESTRUCTION  OF  THE  NATURAL  TERRAIN  FEATURES  DUE  TO  GRADING 
OF  NEW  ROADS  AND  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  WELLS  AND  DERRICKS. 

3.  DESTRUCTION  OF  RESOURSES  AS  IN  «  ABOVE  BY  WELLS  BEING  DRILLED  PRIMARILY 
ON  PUBUC  TRUST  UNDS. 

4.  MONIES  COLLECTED  FROM  OAS  RECOVERY  OPERATIONS  BECOMINa  PART  OF  THE 
OVERALL  FEDERAL  BUDGET  AND  BEING  DIVERTED  OUT  OF  THE  LOCAL  ECONOMY.  I 
THINK  PRIVATE  OWNERS  SHOULD  BE  GIVEN  A  PREFERENTIAL  STATUS  IN  WELL 
LOCATION  TO  MAXIMIZE  REVENUE  DISTRlBUnON  IN  THE  PRIVATE  SECTOR  OF  THE 
ECONOMY  AND  TO  MINIMIZE  IMPACT  ON  PUBUCALLY  OWNED  PROPERTY. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO  EXPRESS  MY  CONCERNS  FOR  THIS  PROPOSED 
PROJECT.  PLEASE  KEEP  ME  APPRAISED  OF  DEVELOPMENTS  AND  DECISIONS  IN  THE 
FUTURE.THANKS. 

PIN»  IM-2IW5-I7-2.00-O49.00 

TERRENCE  M.  MCNULTV 
1 634  MORENO  ST. 
OCEANSIDE.  CA  92054 
(760)  966.0634 


7.1.1.4  Dallas  Bennett 


PUBLIC  COMMENT  SHEET 
Continental  DivideAVamsutter  11  Natural  Gas  Project 

(Pltase  Prini  Legibly) 


^' 


■S-?.»tr-J^ 


Do  yOB  wtah  to  be  w  the  nilliiig  Iln  for  tbb  project?    Yci  , 

If  you  check  yet  your  comoemi  mchidiJit  aaa  mi  tMmLa  will  be  mat  ivtiltlile  fe  poWic  review  durinj 
hauiose  houn  end  miy  be  publllbed  M  pen  of  Iho  aivironmeiiiil  enalyeix.   If  ywj  wiib  to  withhold  yow  nrnme 
ihd  addresB  fiom  diKloeioe  under  die  Freedom  of  infotmaiion  Act.  you  mull  lUte  io  it  die  beginnion  of  yoiy 
commfna.  We  will  honor  your  requcK  n  die  eiueni  allowed  by  Law.  If  you  reiJteaetii  u  txiiiiiiation,  your 
eotnnenta  will  be  made  available  for  puUie  review.  ^ 


wp' 


/^J-^.eO 


<.jfj*cy^^ 


T^T 


U,/jrt^    ^r. iX,^     /e. ^>re.,.        .1.^ r ^,      -f^r 


,y*<i. 


7%>*^«C  y%.^ 


j;'^//C  £  r^^^^^y 


Tkomk  ym  fer  nmr  ammvtu. 


7.1.1.6  BLM  Response  to  Rock  Springs  Public  Meeting 
Comments 

Comment  Response:  All  Commentors  -  Thank  you  for  taking 
the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments. 
The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1:  Donald  Hartlev  -  Thank  you  for  taking 
the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments. 
The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  2:  G.W.  Bragh  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  3:  David  Bunning  -  Thank  you  for  taking 
the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments. 
The  BLM  beUeves  socioeconomic  impacts  are  adequately 
addressed  in  the  DEIS  (see  DEIS  Sections  3.4  and  4.4).  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  4:  Tim  Kaumo  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  5:  WiUiam  Johnson  -  Thank  you  for  taking 
the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments. 
The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response  6:  Ellis  Wheeler  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  7:  Dallas  Bennet  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  8:  Terrence  M.  McNulty  -  The  BLM 
believes  that  with  the  implementation  of  the 
mitigation/protection  practices  developed  for  this  project  most 
significant  impacts  to  big  game  animals  on  their  winter  ranges, 
and  to  the  winter  ranges  themselves  would  be  avoided.  A  more 
thorough  discussion  is  presented  in  DEIS  Section  4.2.3.1, 
pages  4-47  to  4-58. 

Comment  Response  9:  Terrence  M.  McNulty  -  The  BLM 
believes  that  impacts  to  terrain  features  would  not  be  significant 
because  project  activities  would  not  require  moving  large 
amounts  of  earth  and  no  prominent  landforms  would  be 
destroyed.  Roads  and  pipelines  would  be  built  to  project-specific 
guidelines  to  reduce  their  impacts.  More  thorough  discussions 
are  presented  in  DEIS  Section  4.1.2,  pages  4-22  to  4-25  and 
Section  4.6,  pages  4-89  to  4-92. 
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Comment  Response  10:  Terrence  M.  McNulty  -  Please  see  the 
previous  comment  response.  An  estimated  50%  of  the  3,000 
wells  (1,500)  would  be  drilled  on  private  lands. 

Comment  Response  11:  Terrence  M.  McNulty  -  The  BLM  has 
no  jmdsdiction  as  to  how  monies  collected  from  oil  and  gas 
operations  are  distributed.  Private  surface  owners  normally 
negotiate  with  Operators  for  fees  for  operating  on  their  land,  and 
private  mineral  owners  normally  receive  a  payment  for  any 
gas/oil  recovered  from  their  reservoirs.  State  and  local  taxes  on 
gas  and  condensate  production  during  the  first  25  years  of 
operations  would  total  approximately  $845  miUion  (see 
Table  4.15  in  this  FEIS),  and  this  money  would  be  used  withm 
Wyoming  and,  in  many  cases,  within  Sweetwater  and  Carbon 
Coimties.  Federal  royalties  during  the  same  25-year  period 
would  total  $396  million  (see  Table  4.15  m  this  FEIS),  half  of 
which  is  retiuned  to  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

7.12   Rawlins  Meeting.  May  25, 1999 

The  list  of  commentors  at  the  Rawlins  meeting  is  presented  in 
Table  7.1. 

7.1.2.1  Attendance  Record 

Table  7.3  presents  the  list  of  attendees  at  the  RawUns  meeting. 


Table  7.3  List  of  Attendees  at  the  May  25,  1999,  Public  Meeting  in  Rawlins,  Wyoming,  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural 
Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Coxmties,  Wyoming. 


Jason  Maxon 
Neil  Hurst 
Art  Zeiger 
Jerome  Nash 
Don  Smith 
Jon  Johnson 
Frank  Krugh 
Dan  Haman 
Kip  B.  Purinton 


Kenny  White 
Donald  R.  Corson 
Mark  Balderston 
Brent  Lee 
Gary  English 
Doug  Dowlin 
Tori  Adams 
Trent  Morgan 
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7.1.2.2   Record  of  Proceedings /Rawlins 


13 
14 
15 

le 

17 
IS 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMEHT 
STATE  OF  mOMING,  COUNTY  OF  CARflON 


CONTINENTAL  DIVIDE/MAMSUTTER  ) 
II  DRAFT  ETS.  ) 


PUBLIC  HEARING 


EFORE;   MR.  KURT  KOTTER,  Hearino  Officer 
Presiding. 


^^iOlNAi 


BE  IT  REMEMBERED  that  OH  the  >rth  day  of 
Hay,  1999,  «t  the  BLM  Office,  1300  North 
Third,  Rawlins,  Carbon  County,  Wyoming,  the 
abovt-tncitled  mattar  came  on  for  bearing 
before  MR.  KURT  KOTTER,  Hearing  Officer 
Presiding,  whereupon  the  following 
proceedings  were  had,  to  wit: 
PROCEEDINGS  : 
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12 
13 
14 
15 
16 


23 
34 
25 


for  the  Draft  EIS  from  the  Rock  Springs 
office. 

Scott  Archer,  right  In  back,  behind 
the  magic  pillars  that  we  have  in  our  room 
here.   Scott  is  the  BLM  air  quality 
apeclaliat  from  the  Service  Center  in 
Denver,  and  he  is  the  coordinator  for  the 
Air  Quality  Analysis  for  this  EIS. 

Kific  just  wal)ced  in.   He  is  in  the 
back,  and  he  is  standing  against  the  back  of 
the  room  there.   Again,  with  Amoco 
Productions,  the  project  coordinator  for  oil 
and  gas  operators  participating  in  the 
development  project. 

I  would  also  like  to  say  that  we 
have  Mary  Reed  here,   Mary  is  a  wildlife 
biologist  with  BLM  hare  in  Rawlins.   She  is 
a  team  member  on  the  preparation  of  the 
draft  EIS.   Mary  will  be  available  for  any 
questions  or  comments  you  might  have  at  the 
end  of  the  formal  testimony  or  formal 
hearing. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  Is  to 
provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to  submit 
for  the  record  oral  end  written  testimony  on 


Record 
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1 

2 
BEARING  OFFICER  KOTIER:   Good 

2 

•y«nlnj.   I'd  ualconi  you  to  thin  public 

3 

hairing  for  the  Continental  Dlvide/Wamsuctar 

4 

II  Draft  EIS.   My  nama  i»  Kurt  Kottar,  and  1 

5 

an  the  field  manager  for  the  Rawlina  BLM 

6 

office.   I  would  like  to  introduce  the 

7 

toHo»ln!  individuals  who  have  helped 

e 

prepare  the  Draft  EIS  and  who  have  been 

5 

available  during  the  open  house  thia 

10 

afternoon.   And  they  will  be  available 

11 

immediately  after  our  meeting,  after  the 

12 

formal  testimony  to  answer  any  further 

13 

questions  that  you  might  have. 

14 

Peter  J.  Guernsey.   Pete  is  the 

15 

project  manager  with  TRC  Mariah  Associates 

16 

Inc.,  an  environmental  consulting  firm  that 

n 

is  contracted  to  prepare  the  draft  EIS 

16 

document. 

19 

Kirk  steinle.   1  saw  Kirk  earlier. 

20 

Haybe  we'll  catcb  him  later  as  ha  comes  in. 

21 

Kirk  ia  with  Amoco  Production  Company.   When 

22 

he  cornea  in,  I'll  make  sure  to  introduce 

23 

him. 

24 

Tari  Daakins,  Btandiog  there  by  the 

25 

aink,  BLM's  Rock  Springs  office,  team  leader 
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the  recently  completed  draft  environmental 
impact  atatamant  for  the  Continental 
Divide/Wamoutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project 
located  approximately  north  and  south  of 
Hamautter,  Nyomlng.   This  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  was  prepared  by  TRC  Mariah 
Associates  Inc.,  an  environmental  consulting 
firm,  with  guidance,  participation,  and 
independent  evaluation  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management . 

All  comments  on  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  both  oral 
and  written  received  tonight,  will  be 
considered  in  preparing  the  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Comments, 
including  names  and  atraet  addresses  of 
participanta  will  tie  available  for  public 
review  during  buaineaa  hours  and  may  be 
published  as  part  of  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Individual  reapondanta  may  requeat 
confidentiality.   If  you  wish  to  withhold 
your  name  or  street  address  from  public 
review  or  from  diacloaure  under  the  Freedom 
of  iDtormatlon  Act,  you  muat  atate  thia 
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prominantly  at  the  beginning  of  your 
commants.   Such  requaaca   will  ba  honored  to 
the  extent  allowed  by  the  law.   All 
submissions  and  oral  statements  from 
organizBClonB  or  businesses  *ncl  from 
individuals  Identifying  themselves  as 
rtpresantatives  or  officials  of 
organlrations  or  businesses,  will  bo  made 
available  for  public  inspection  in  their 
entirety. 

Hritten  comments  will  be  received  by 
the  BLM  through  July  1,  1999,  and  should  be 
sent  to  the  BLM,  attention  Clara  Miller,  EIS 
Team  Leader,  p.o.  Box  2407,  Rawlins, 
Myoming,  B2301. 

Before  1  begin  to  recognize  those  of 
you  who  have  asked  to  testify,  I  would  like 
to  set  aorae  ground  rules,   if  you  have  not 
registered,  plaaae  do  so.   If  you 'have 
indicated  your  wish  to  testify,  I  will 
recognize  you  in  the  order  that  you  have 
registered,   if  you  registered  end  did  not 
indicate  you  wish  to  testify,  but  decide 
during  the  proceedings  you  want  to  testify, 
I  will  aak  for  additional  cominanta  after  all 
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Ho  r«aliz«  that  soma  of  you  may  have 
quaationa  or  Itans  that  you  want  to  dlacuaa. 
A'tar  tha  formal  haaring  ia  closed,  BLM 
stafr,  Patar  Guarnaay  repraasnclng  tha 
contractor,  and  Kirk  stelnle  who  la  tha 
company's  roprasontatlva,  will  be  availabla 
to  answer  quaatlons.   Uowaver,  questlona  and 
cominents  will  not  be  racordad  and  will  not 
be  made  part  of  the  formal  record. 

Now,  are  there  any  questions 
regarding  these  proceedings? 

How,  how  we  proceed  this  evening  is 
there's  a  form  out  there  you  can  fill  out 
Cor  written  comments  if  you  desire  to  go 
that  route.   If  you  do  not  wish  to  speak 
this  evening,  I  think  Teri  will  have  forma 
on  the  table  that  you  can  use  to  put  down 
whatever  written  statements  you  would  like 
to  leave  with  us. 

Okay.   At  this  point  then,  I  would 
like  to  have  Clare  Millar,  the  BIM  EI9  Team 
leader,  briefly  aummarlie  the  Continental 
Divlde/Hamautter  II  Satural  Gas  Project  and 
findings  in  the  draft  EIS.   After  he  makes 
this  eumroary,  then  we'll  have  our  time  for 
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of  the  registered  speakers  have  apoken. 

When  recognized,  please  eoae  up  to 
the  podium  so  everyone  present  can  hear, 
state  your  name,  address,  and  if  you 
represent  someone  other  than  yourself,  the 
name  of  the  organization  you  represent. 
Please  speak  clearly  so  that  the  court 
reporter  can  hear  your  remarks. 

How,  we  generally  limit  testimony  to 
ten  minutes  to  allow  everyone  a  chance  to 
speak;  however.  It  appears  we  only  have  a 
few  people  who  are  going  to  testify  this 
evening.   I  think  we  would  allow  you  to 
apeak  a  bit  longer,  if  that's  necessary. 

Also,  If  you  are  testifying  from  a 
written  statement,  if  you  would  give  us  a 
copy  of  your  atntement,  it  will  help  the 
court  reporter  in  preparing  an  accurate 
record. 

Aa  a  public  heariag,  this  not  a 
forum  for  questions  and  debate.   Re  ask  that 
you  not  question  anyone  during  their 
testimony.   However,  the  reporter  or  I  may 
need  to  aak  a  question  for  clarification  of 
those  who  do  testify. 
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tht  public  tastlnooy.   Clare. 

MR.  MILLER:   Amoco  Production 
Company,  Onion  Pacific  Reaourcea  Company, 
Yates  eetroleua  Corporation,  Snydar  Oil 
Corporation,  and  other  natural  gaa 
operators,  collectively  known  as  th« 
operators,  propose  to  explore  tor  and 
develop  natural  gaa  rtstrvas  on  tha 
Continental  Dlvide/Waoiauttar  II  Project  Area 
in  eastern  Sweetwater  County  and 
southwestern  Carbon  County,  Wyoming. 

This  draft  EIS  was  prepared  In 
accordance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969,  as  amended,  to  assess 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
operators'  proposed  development  and  ia 
intended  to  provide  the  public  and 
daciaion-inakers  with  a  complete  and 
objective  evaluation  of  impacts,  both 
beneficial  and  adverse,  resulting  from  the 
proposed  action  and  raeaonabla  alternatlva. 

How,  the  proposed  action,  two 
alternative  development  atrategiea,  and  a  Ho 
Action  Altarnatlve  are  analysed.   Additional 
altarnatlTas  including  those  considering 
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project  area-wide  well  denaitiea/spaclng 
patterns,  fewer  wtlla,  increased  surface 
diaturbance  par  well,  phased  development,  no 
development,  and  development  in  the  Adobe 
Town  Wilderness  Study  Area  were  considered 
but  rejected  for  environmental,  econoniic, 
and/or  legal  reasons. 

The  Continental  Dtvlde/flamauttar  II 
Draft  EIS  analyzes  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action,  which  is  full-field 
development  of  3,000  walls  on  3,000  well 
locations,  along  with  access  roads, 
pipelines,  and  other  ancillary  facilities. 

Alternative  A  is  similar  to  the 
proposed  action,  but  would  limit  diaturbance 
on  Federal  lands  in  senaitive  resource 
areas,  areas  containing  high  value 
reaouzces,  to  no  mors  than  14  acres  of 
additional  disturbance  per  section. 

Alternative  b  also  is  similar  to  the 
proposed  action,  but  would  limit  diaturbancB 
to  no  more  than  30  acres  of  additional 
disturbance  per  saction  on  Federal  landa 
within  sansitlvfl  resource  areas.   The  Ho 
Action  Alternative  analyies  the  current, 
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1,061,200  acres,  50  percent  of  which  is 
federal  surface,  49  percent  private  surface, 
and  1  percent  state  surface. 

Operators  propose  to  construct, 
drill,  complete,  'operate,  and  reclaim  a 
maximum  of  3,000  new  well  locations  on 
variable  spacing  patterns  within  the  project 
area  beginning  in  1999,  subsequent  to  the 
release  of  the  record  of  decision  of  this 
EIS,  and  continuing  for  20  years  with  an 
estimated  life  of  project  of  30  to  50  years. 

Additional  construction  activities 
Include  a  total  of  approximately  1,500  miles 
of  new  and  upgraded  wells,  1500  miles  of  new 
pipelines,  5  compressor  stations,  1  gas 
processing  facility,  iO  evaporation  ponds,  5 
disposal  wells,  and  50  water  wells. 

Standard  procedur«8  as  currently 
used  in  gas  field  developments  throughout 
Wyoming  would  be  employed  during  project 
development  and  operations,  and  all  project 
activities  conducted  during  the  life  of  the 
project  would  comply  with  applicable 
federal,  state,  and  county  lawa, 
regulations,  and  stipulations.   Gas  from  the 
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ongoing  lovttl  of  dsvaloproant  of 
•pproxlmattly  645  walla  within  tha  projact 
araa,  and  a  continuation  of  that  activity 
Into  tha  future. 

Tha  No  Action  Altarnatlva  analyzad 
in  this  StS  would  Involva  tha  rajaetlon  of 
tha  oparators'  propoaod  action  and 
Altarnatives  A  and  B;  howSTar,  danlal  of  the 
davelopnent  altarnatives  would  not 
constitute  a  denial  of  all  natural  gaa 
development  on  tha  area. 

Since  over  half  of  the  Continental 
Divide/Harosuttar  II  project  araa  is  not 
federally  owned  and  since  the  BLM  would  not 
deny  access  to  these  private  and  state-owned 
lands,  nor  would  the  BLH  allow  the  drainage 
of  federal  minerals,  some  development  of  the 
Continental  Divida/Hamautter  II  project  area 
would  occur  under  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

The  proposed  project  is  to  explore 
for  and  develop  natural  gas  and  condensate 
reserves  present  In  the  Almond  Forsiatlon  and 
ether  formations  at  daptha  of  approximately 
7,000  to  10,000  feet  In  the  project  araa. 
Tha  project  area  encompasses  approximately 
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project  would  be  transported  through 
exiating  and  newly  developed  pipallnaB 
linking  natural  gas  wells  with  existing 
regional  pipelines  in  the  project  araa. 

Numerous  site-specific  mitigation 
measures  would  ba  employed  during  all  phaaas 
of  tha  project  to  assure  that  potential 
impacts  are  minimized.   Site-specific 
measures  would  be  applied  as  specified  In 
approved  applications  for  permit  to  drill 
and  rights-of-way  applications  for  each  new 
project  feature.   Surveys  and/or  monitoring 
would  be  conducted  for  cultural  resources, 
paleontological  resources,  raptor  nests, 
ssga  grouse  leks,  threatened,  endangered, 
candidate,  end  apecial  status  species,  and 
reclamation  areas  to  document  their  status 
relative  to  specific  disturbance  activltiaa. 

Reclamation  would  ba  conducted  as 
soon  as  poaalble  on  areas  disturbed  during 
initial  construction  that  are  not  required 
for  the  life  of  tha  project.   And  upon 
completion  of  the  project,  all  wells  would 
be  plugged  and  abandoned,  surface  facilitias 
would  be  removed,  and  moat  disturbed  areaa 


rreatlvF  K.»*nlwa  ScrrUa 


a 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


7-13 


Record  of  Proceedings/Rawlins,  Page  13 


e 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
14 
15 


19 
20 
21 
22 
23 


13 

would  bs  rttclslmtd  and  rtvegatated. 

Critical  alemants  of  the  human 
•nvironmont  that  could  be  affaciod  by  the 
propoaad  project  Include  air  quality, 
cultural  reooorooa,  anvlronmantal  justice, 
floodplalns,  Natlwa  Amarican  religious 
concerns,  thrtataned  and  endangered  species, 
hazardous  or  solid  wastes,  water  quality, 
wetlands/riparian  zones,  and  wilderness. 

Potentially  aignificant  adverse 
Impacts  could  occur  to  these  elements  and 
other  resources  as  follows:   surface  water 
resources  under  any  alternative;  soils  and 
vegetation  on  stablliied  dunes  under  the 
proposed  action  and  No  Action  Alternatlveaj 
oil  and  gas  developmont  and  resourcas  under 
any  altornative  that  denies  mineral 
•xploratlon  and  development  of  existing 
leases  or  extract  these  resources; 
recreational  users  and  rural  residents  that 
are  displaced  as  a  result  of  the  project 
under  the  proposed  action;  big  game  and 
raptor  productivity  as  a  result  of 
displacement  due  to  human  activity  during 
project  development  under  the  proposed 
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Slt«-apacl£lc  palsontologlc  sui'vtys 
end  monitoring  would  b«  conductad  as 
nacaasary  to  minlmlzQ  potantlal  advarae 
impacts  to  Important  fossils,  and  tharafore, 
no  significant  impacts  are  anticipatad  undar 
any  altarnativa. 

Potential  advarse  trapacta  to 
cultural  rasourcas  would  ba  mltigatad 
through  data  racovary  and/or  avoidanca  of 
significant  propartias.   No  significant 
impacts  are  anticipated  undar  any 
altarnativa. 

Potential  impacts  to  wild  horses 
under  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives 
are  not  anticipated  to  ba  aignificant. 

T££  species  that  may  occur  on  the 
area  include  black-footed  ferret,  bald 
eagle,  peregrine  falcon,  and  Ota  ladies 
tresses  as  described  in  the  biological 
assessment  for  this  project  which  is  in  the 
draft  bill.   In  addition,  awift  fo»  and 
mountain  plover,  proposed  threatened 
apecies,  potentially  occur  on  the  area,  and 
four  HE  fish  spaciea  --  Colorado  scjuawfiah, 
humpbacit  chub,  bonytail  chub,  and  rarorback 
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action/  and  viaual  reaourcas  in  Visual 
Resource  Management  Class  II  areas  under  the 
proposed  action  and  No  Action  Alternativea. 

No  aignificant  impacts  to 
groundwater  reaourcas  in  the  project  area 
are  anticipated  under  any  alternative. 

Since  BLM-approved  activities  auac 
comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state, 
tribal,  and  federal  air  quality  laws, 
statutes,  regulations,  standarda,  and 
implementation  plana,  significant  advarse 
impacts  to  air  quality  are  not  anticipated 
to  occur  from  implementetion  of  the  proposed 
action  or  any  of  the  alternative  actions. 

No  aignificant  atmospheric 
deposition  —  which  is  acid  rain  —  Impacts 
are  predicted  to  occur  in  sensitive  area 
lakes,  including  the  extremely  senaitive 
lakea  in  the  PSS  class  I  Hount  Zlrkel 
Vtlderness  Area. 

Given  the  reasonable,  but 
eoBsexvatlvA,  nature  of  the  cnmulative  air 
quality  impact  analyaia,  it  is  unlikely  that 
noticeable  visibility  impacts  would  occur  in 
adjacent  wilderness  areaa. 
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•uckar  occur  downstream  in  the  Green 
River/Colorado  River  drainage.   No  adverse 
impacta  to  these  species  or  significant 
impacts  to  state  sensitive  species  are 
anticipated  from  project  development  under 
any  alternative. 

Aa  mentioned  before,  this  EIS 
presents  the  BLM's  analyaia  of  environmental 
impacts  under  the  authority  of  the  National 
tnvironmental  Policy  Act  end  associated 
rules  and  guidelines.   The  BLH  will  use  this 
analysis  and  sutaaaquant  public  comment  to 
make  a  deolalon  regarding  the  continued 
authoritation  of  construction,  drilling, 
completion,  operation,  and  reclamation 
activities  aa  proposed  by  the  operatora  for 
ekploratlon  and  development  of  natural  gas 
in  the  Continental  Dlvlde/Hamauttar  II 
Project  Area. 

REAKIHS  OFFICER  ItoITER:   Thank  you, 
Clare.   I  will  now  recognise  our  first 
regiatered  speaker.   This  would  be  Frank 
Krough  with  Marathon  Oil. 

MR.  KROOGH:   Hy  name  is  Frank 
Krough,  and  I  work  with  Marathon  Oil 
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Company.   Our  addr«3«  la  1501  Stampadt 
Avonua,  Cody,  Byomli,,  e241<.   At  this  time  I 
would  thanJt  all  the  people  particlpaclnj  In 
the  preparation  of  this  Els.   I  think  their 
time  and  patience  has  proven  beneficial  if 
the  document  Is  as  good  as  it  looks  to  be. 

Marathon  is  In  favor  of  the  proposed 
action  that  vas  presented  in  this  document 
and  that  is  a  full-field  development.   By 
the  extra  time  that  is  spent  with  the  air 
quality  issue,  it  Is  felt  to  be  wall  spent 
and  that  this  issue  will  hopefully  be 
cleared  up  during  the  comment  period.   It 
won't  receive  very  many  detrimental 
comments. 

with  that,  we  feel  that  the  final 
EIS  will  be  issued  in  an  expeditious  manner 
and  hopefully  that  will  allow  development  to 
commence  this  year  and  then  continue  next 
year  and  tor  the  length  of  the  project.   And 
that's  all  1  had  to  aay. 

HEARING  OFFICER  XOTTER:   Thank  you. 
Appreciate  it.   I  have  one  maybe.   Doug 
Oawlin.   I  saw  him  earlier.   Did  you  have 
anything  you  would  like  to  say? 
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as  far  as  the  dust  control  goes,  all  the 
operators  have  pretty  well  started  putting  a 
lot  of  water  down  when  they  construct  the 
roads  and  give  us  compaction  because  the 
soil  in  the  Wamsutter  area  and  on  down  In 
Bagga  and  north  and  so  forth. 

If  you  don't  get  your  compaction  In, 
get  it  packed  first,  why,  the  soil  just 
turns  to  flour,  and  all  the  contractors  or 
the  operators  recognize  this  and  are  putting 
a  lot  water  down  from  the  get-go,  even 
before  they  started  the  construction  of 
Pioneer  Road,  realizing  If  they  got  the 
compaction  it  saves  them  a  lot  of  trouble 
down  the  road,  not  only  for  air  quality  but 

I  make  the  oil  wells  more  accessible  to 
trucks.   So  I  am  in.  favor  of  the  whole 
project.   Thank  you. 

BEARING  OFFICER  KOTTER!   Thank  you. 
Are  there  any  members  of  the  audience  who 
wish  to  introduce  testimony  for  the- record 
as  part  of  this  hearing?   Mr.  Ziegler.   This 
is  Art  Ziegler,  County  Commissioner  from 
Carbon  County. 
31 MR.  ZIEGLER:   Oo  I  have  to  give  my 
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MR.  DAKLIK: 

comments . 


Yeah,  I  can  make  a  few 


REARING  OrriCER  KOTTER:   Come  up  to 

the  podium  and  please  feel  free  to. 

MR,  DAHLIN:   I »m  Doug  Dawlin  of 
Highland  Enterprises.   I  came  here  on  Kirch 
3rd,  23  years  ago,  1976,  and  t  have  bad 
occasion  to  drive  all  over  this  country  that 
ia  proposed  down  around  the  Raystacka,  the 
Kanavoy  Buttes,  down  In  Adobe  Town  by  the 
Evereo  Ranch,  Bitter  Creek,  and  jo  forth. 
And  all  that  time  I've  seen  a  half  dozen 
tourists  or  people  looking  for  rocks  or 
artifacts,  whatever,  down  there.   I  think 
one  of  then  was  real  glad  to  sea  ua  because 
they  had  taken  a  shortcut  off  from  a 
two-track  across  a  little  bit  of  doby,  they 
were  buried  up  to  the  frame,  and  they 
unloaded  Che  camper,  and  a  bunch  of  people 
were  trying  to  get  out. 

1  don't  see  where  we've  had  any 
problem.   Our  drivers,  myself,  we  try  to 
slow  down  when  we  Beet  those  people.   We 
must  protect  our  glass  end  windshields  ea  to 
protect  theirs  and  be  the  good  neighbor.   So 


VreetUr  ■•eertleg  Servlet 
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3|eddresB  and  all  this  kind  stuff  again? 

HEARING  OFFICER  KOTTERl   I  think 

we've  got  it. 

KR.  ZIEGLER:   I  era  a  county 
commiasioher  from  Carbon  County.   I'd  jiiat 
like  to  say  that  as  I  said  before  many,  many 

3 

**  timee,  we  want  all  you  operators  to  drill 
the  wells,  pump  the  gas,  sell  the  gea,  end 
pay  your  taxes.   That's  all  I  have  to  sey. 

HEARING  OFFICER  HOTTER;   Anyone  else 
who  might  care  to  introduce  testimony  as 
part  of  this  hearing? 

MR.  MORGAN:   My  neme  Is  Trent 
Morgan.   My  address  is  404  Ninth  Street  here 
in  Rawlins,  and  I'm  the  welding  contractor 
for  Marathon.   I'd  just  like  to  sey  I'm  in 
favor  of  this.   There  are  a  lot  of  families, 
contractors,  operators  depending  on  the  work 
^  going  forth.   I  hunt  in  Hamsutter  and  the 
surrounding  area.   1  haven't  seen  e  big 
Impect  on  the  wildlife.   I  don't  think 
there's  an  impact  on  the  wildlife.   They  use 
the  grass  on  the  right-of-weys  as  feed,  and 
they  use  the  roads  --  the  road  ditches  as 
graas.   I  just  would  like  to  say  I'm  In 


I 
I 
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Ifavoc  Qi   It,  and  I'd  11K«  ro  ase  It  go 
through . 

HEABING  OFFICrR  KOTTER:   Thank  you. 
I  would  like  to  introduca  two  BLM  employeeo 
that  1  mlssad  aarlier.   I  hava  John  Johnson 
from  our  state  office.   IClp  Purlnton,  our 
petroleum  enginaar  in  our  Rawlins  offlcei 
that  had  come  in,  too. 

If  there  are  no  further  spsakera,  1 
declare  this  public  hearing  closed  as  of 
7:25  p.m.   If  any  of  you  have  any  further 
Questions,  feel  free  to  discuss  them  with 
either  members  of  the  BLK  staff,  Pete 
Guernsey,  any  of  the  contractors  for  the  Ets 
and  Kirk  Stelnle.   I'm  sure  all  of  you  folks 
are  all  quite  well  acquainted,  but  this  will 
conclude  the  formal  hearing  part  of  this. 
He  would  open  for  any  informal  questions 
that  you  might  have  for  these  folks. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your 
attendance.   Ve  appreciate  you  taking  your 
time  to  come  end  participate  in  this 
heariog.   Thank  you. 
[Thereupon,  the  proceedings  concluded  at] 
(7:25  p.m.  Tuaaday,  May  24,  1999.) 


7.1.2.3   BLM  Response  to  Public  Meeting  Comments 

Comment  Response:  All  Commentors  -  Thank  you  for  taking 
the  time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments. 
The  BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1:  Frank  Krougfa  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  2:  Doug  Dowlin  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  3:  Art  Ziegler  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  4:  Trent  Morgan  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  duruig  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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REPORTER'S  CERIinCATE 

State  of  Colorado     ) 

4 
5 
6 

County  of  Larimer     ) 

I,  Rose  Marie  Terlesky,  Court 

7 

Reporter  and  Notary  Public  ia  and  for  the 

9 

County  of  Larimer,  State  of  Colorado,  hereby 

9 

certify  that  the  facta  as  stated  In  the 

10 

caption  hareof  are  true;  that  1   did  at  the 

11 

time,  date  and  place  as  set  forth;  that  the 

12 

foregoing  pages,  numbered  1*21,  inclusive, 

13 

constitute  a  true,  correct  and  complete 

14 

transcript  of  my  stenographic  notes  as 

15 

reduced  to  print  under  ay  direction  by  meana 

16 

of  computer-assisted  transcription. 

17 

1  further  certify  that  I  am  not 

18 

agent,  attorney  or  counsel  for  any  of  the 

19 

partiaa  hsreto,  nor  am  I  interested  in  the 

20 

outcone  thereof. 

21 
22 

Dated  this  4th  day  of  June,  W99. 

r  r  In  If 

23 

.  ROSE, MXRlt  TERLESKr"  ' 
Court  R«port«r 

24 
25 

9U  W«>  SMk  ■»«■( 
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12   COMMENT  LETTERS  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 

Ninety-four    comment    letters    were    received    on    the    DEIS       of  each  comment  letter.    Comment  letters  and  BLM  responses 
(Table  7.4),  and  Table  7.5  identifies  the  general  subject  matter      are  presented  on  the  following  pages. 

Table  7.4  Comment  Letters  Received  on  the  DEIS  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natiu-al  Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and 
Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming,  1999. 


Letter  Number 

Commentor 

1 

Den  Constantino,  Sweetwater  Economic  Development  Association 

2 

Larry  DiBrito 

3 

Jo  Suftko,  President  of  Rock  Springs  Chamber  of  Commerce 

4 

Randy  Shipman,  People  for  the  USA/Flaming  Gorge  Chapter 

5 

Greg  Cody,  National  Park  Service 

6 

James  F.  Devine,  U.S.  Geological  Survey 

7 

Mike  Wilkinson,  Mike  Wilkinson  Trucking,  Inc. 

8 

Les  White,  Flying  J.  Oil  &  Gas  Inc. 

9 

Len  H.  Carpenter,  Wildlife  Management  Institute 

10 

Moe  Morrow 

11 

Dennis  Brabec,  President,  People  for  the  USA,  State  of  Wyoming 

12 

T.D.  Latham,  Willies  Dirt  Service,  Inc. 

13 

Jay  R.  Anderson,  Schmid  Oilfield  Services,  Inc. 

14 

Lyle  E.  Woelich 

15 

Sally  Pedersen,  Rooky  Mountain  Casing  Crews,  Inc. 

16 

Lany  DiBrito 

17 

Larry  DiBrito 

18 

T.N.  Tipton,  Marathon  Oil  Company 

19 

Art  Zeiger,  Carbon  County  Commissioner 

20 

Taylor  and  Juanita  Myers 

21 

David  R.  Dalton 

22 

David  Weber 

23 

David  Dennis 

24 

Larry  and  LaVeta  Pennock 

25 

Richard  Ducharme,  Wire  Technology  Inc. 

26 

Scott  A.  Pilch 

27 

Paul  D.  ?  (signature  illegible) 

28 

William  D.  Shade 

29 

Wes  R.  Handley 

30 

Frank  Krugh 

31 

Carol  M.  Rosencranse 

32 

John  K.  Woods 

33 

Nathan  Leonard 

34 

Jeff  Briggs 

35 

Gerry  Pence 

36 

Clifford  C.  Main 

37 

Chris  Frost 

38 

Eric  Wenzel 

39 

Brad  Franks 

40 

Alan  L.  Ennis 

41 

Kendra  Kalivas 

42 

Paul  Kalivas 

43 

David  T.  Johnson 

44 

Lloy  Dene  Greb 

45 

Caroline  Trumbull 

FEIS  Section  Number 


7.2.1.1 
7.2.2.1 
7.2.3.1 
7.2.4.1 
7.2.5.1 
7.2.6.1 
7.2.7.1 
7.2.8.1 
7.2.9.1 
7.2.10.1 
7.2.11.1 
7.2.12.1 
7.2.13.1 
7.2.14.1 
7.2.15.1 
7.2.16.1 
7.2.17.1 
7.2.18.1 
7.2.19.1 
7.2.20.1 
7.2.21.1 
7.2.22.1 
7.2.23.1 
7.2.24.1 
7.2.25.1 
7.2.26.1 
7.2.27.1 
7.2.28.1 
7.2.29.1 
7.2.30.1 
7.2.31.1 
7.2.32.1 
7.2.33.1 
7.2.34.1 
7.2.35.1 
7.2.36.1 
7.2.37.1 
7.2.38.1 
7.2.39.1 
7.2.40.1 
7.2.41.1 
7.2.42.1 
7.2.43.1 
7.2.44.1 
7.2.45.1 
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Letter  Number 

Commentor 

FEIS  Section  Number 

46 

Vicki  L.  Schoeber 

7.2.46.1 

47 

Steve  Olenick 

7.2.47.1 

48 

Riley  C.  Skeen 

7.2.48.1 

49 

Todd  Fields 

7.2.49.1 

50 

Richard  Krupper 

7.2.50.1 

51 

Robert  C.  Balsam 

7.2.51.1 

52 

Michael  S.  Motsch 

7.2.52.1 

53 

James  Dale  Malody 

7.2.53.1 

54 

Jared  Hall 

7.2.54.1 

55 

Tom  Fitzsimmons 

7.2.55.1 

56 

Mark  Fisher 

7.2.56.1 

57 

Gary  M.  Lewis 

7.2.57.1 

58 

Gene  R.  George,  Agent  for  Yates  Petroleum  Corp. 

7.2.58.1 

59 

Weatherford 

7.2.59.1 

60 

Archie  Johnson 

7.2.60.1 

61 

Brad  Funston 

7.2.61.1 

62 

Heather  Pence 

7.2.62.1 

63 

Darlene  McKnight 

7.2.63.1 

64 

Charles  Ohlson 

7.2.64.1 

65 

Jon  Salomonsen 

7.2.65.1 

66 

Cynthia  A.  Truby 

7.2.66.1 

67 

Eric  Ward 

7.2.67.1 

68 

Jerry  L.  Guthrie 

7.2.68.1 

69 

Edward  I.  Hill 

7.2.69.1 

70 

Jeffrey  T.  Harvey 

7.2.70.1 

71 

Mark  L.  Dobson 

7.2.71.1 

72 

Craig  Barber 

7.2.72.1 

73 

Tim  Tipton 

7.2.73.1 

74 

Joseph  C.  Icenogle 

7.2.74.1 

75 

Sandy  Puettman 

7.2.75.1 

76 

William  L.M.  Wilsey 

7.2.76.1 

77 

Mike  Blevins 

7.2.77.1 

78 

Dan  Haman 

7.2.78.1 

79 

Lyle  Laverty,  Regional  Forester,  U.S.  Forest  Service 

7.2.79.1 

80 

Kirk  Steinle,  BP  Amoco 

7.2.80.1 

81 

Kim  Floyd,  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation 

7.2.81.1 

82 

David  S.  Petrie,  Union  Pacific  Resources 

7.2.82.1 

83 

Oliver  D.  Ihasz 

7.2.83.1 

84 

Carolyn  Byrd  and  Jeff  Kessler,  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 

7.2.84.1 

85 

Jeff  Kessler,  Biodiversity  Associates 

7.2.85.1 

86 

Marc  W.  Smith,  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  Mountain  States 

7.2.86.1 

87 

Conrad  A.  Lass,  Office  of  Federal  Land  Policy,  State  of  Wyoming 

7.2.87.1 

88 

Bill  Wichers,  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department 

7.2.88.1 

89 

David  S.  Benner,  State  Engineer's  Office 

7.2.89.1 

90 

Lance  Cook,  Wyoming  State  Geological  Survey 

7.2.90.1 

91 

Darla  Potter,  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality/Air  Quality  Division 

7.2.91.1 

92 

Timothy  R.  Morris,  Santa  Fe  Snyder  Corporation 

7.2.92.1 

93 

Cynthia  Cody,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

7.2.93.1 

94 

Michael  M.  Long,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

7.2.94.1 
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Water  Noise/  Wildlife/  Cultural  Livestock/  Visual  Hazardous 

Soils  Resources       Odor         Transportation      Vegetation      Fisheries       TEC&SC^      Resources       Socioeconomics        Grazing         Recreation     Resources        Materials 


Cumulative 
Impacts 


83 
84 

85 
86 
87 

1  X      i 

i    X    j 

:        : 
1 i 

i     X     : 

..; ; .„.. 

:          j          1 
i i i. 

i                 i   X   i 

1         :         1 

i          i    '^    i 

X   i             j          i    X    i     X    i     X 
i       X      i     X     i    X    i     X     i 

:             i    X 

:   X   i                   i 
X   i   X   i       !    X 
X   i   X   i       i    X 

:       X       i 

i           X     j 

I        ■         :      X 

1     X     i 

X        !              !              i 

■                 :            i     X  i     \ 

88 
89 
90 
91 

:       : 

i          1    X    i 

X     i                   i              i      X      i      X      i 
i                   i              i              i              i 

i    X  J 

\ i 1 i 

^    i i i 

92 
93 

X 1 

i                   i              :      X      i              i 

\ j 

:        :         :      X 
:        ;         :      X 

\                                           \              X 

X 

1          :          1 

i                   i              i             i              i 

94 

i     1  H 

j             j          I         1          :          i                                  : 
j            i         j    X    1    X    j         j            j 

Please  refer  to  Table  7.4  for  commentor  name  and  FEIS  section  number. 
TEC&SC  =  Threatened,  Endangered,  Candidate  and  Species  of  Concern. 
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7^.1.1        Letter     1     -    Den     Constantino,     Sweetwater 
Economic  Development  Association 

SWEETWATER  ECONOMIC  '       Q  \A/ T^T^  A 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCUTION  U  VV  LjL/I\ 


KO  Uw  1 1(10 

Rotk  Sprinp.  W\vminu  3I«C 


May27, 19S9 

Clare  Miliar 
Rawlina  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301 

Dear  Mr.  Miller; 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Sweetwater  Economic  Development 
Association  would  like  to  voice  its  support  for  the  propoaed  action  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Continentai  Divide/Wamsutter  II  t>Jaturai 
Gas  Project. 

Responsible  development  of  our  naturai  resounds  in  the  proposed  area 
represents  the  tlfb^blood  of  both  Cart>on  and  Sweetwater  Count/.  The  tax  base 
and  the  employment  provided  by  the  project  will  help  maintain  a  stronger 
economic  base. 

We  are  comfortable  vflth  the  analysts  of  impact  from  both  Bodo-economlc 
and  environmental  issues,  and  urge  the  pmjeiA  move  fbra/ard. 


ireiy. 


Den  Costantlno 
Director 


Sweetwusr  Coualy.« 


122.1       Letter  2  -  Larry  DiBrito 
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7.2.1.2  Letter  1  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Letter  2  -  Larry  DiBrito,  Page  2 
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1222  Letter  2  Comment  R.esponse 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  diu-ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  beheves  that  the  proposed 
project  provides  clean  energy  to  meet  the  nation's  needs  while 
giving  adequate  protection  to  environmental  values.  The  BLM 
is  mandated  by  law  to  make  federal  energy  resources  available, 
as  well  as  to  protect  the  environment. 


7.2.3.2  Letter  3  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  diuing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^3.1       Letter  3  -  Jo  Suftko,  President,  Rock  Springs 
Chamber  of  Commerce 

8J8J-Z9E  UOi)  3fPJ    S3NnO-9fr  (008)  IZZf-ZK  UOZ)  ™<"M 
86£0-J0eZS  OuiuioffM  sBuuds  ipoa  86E  «8  0  i  "lUQ  -""""'a  Z681 


June  1, 1999 

Clare  Miller 

Rawlms  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Kl  Box  2407 

HawUnir,  WY  82301-2407 

Dear  .Mr  Miller, 

The  Rode  Springs  Chamber  of  Commerce  supoorts  the  Proposed 
Action  m  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Conlmenlal 
Divide/Wamsutter  n  Natural Gaa  Pioject  m  Sweetwater  and  Carbon 
Countiea. 

Tlie  opetiton  and  the  Bureau  have  done  a  thorough  job  oridenh^ting 
die  impacts  and  the  appropnate  mmgaoon 

Wo  find  the  socio-economic  analysis  accurate  and  compelhng 

We  find  the  contmued  development  of  these  fielda,  as  proposed  m  the 
EIS,  important  to  mamtaiiung  the  quality  of  life  in  die  City  of  Ruck  Sptmgs 
and  the  region. 

Please  accept  our  support  for  the  Proposed  AcaoiL 

Sincerely, 


JoSufiko,  President 
Rock  Spnngs  Chamber 


RECEIVED 


JUN  -I 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
^BAWUNS  HEin  Of  FIC£ 


-3}J9UllUO0JOJ3qUJDI{3 

sfiuMds  43oy 


7^.4.1       Letter  4  -  Randy  Shipman,  People  for  the  USA/ 
Flaming  Goi^e  Chapter 


06/08/1999 

Dm  MUler,  Team  Leader 
Rawliiu  Field  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Manigement 
P.O.  Box  2407 
Rawlins.  WY  82301-2407 


ClaieMUIer: 


Reference:  Federal  Register:  April  30.  1999  [Vol.  64,  No.  B3)[Page  23349].Conmiem 
Period.  Condnental  Divide/Wamsuner  n  Namral  Qas  Project.  Draft  Envtrouncsol 
Impact  Stuemeot. 


At  die  May  2S,  1999  public  meetiog  In  die  Rocic  Springs  OfRce  BLM  confeience  room 
It  WIS  nice  to  hear  the  closiiig  statement  of  your  sunmntini.  We  agree  dm  tlu 
Proposed  Action  is  conqiatible  widi  tDinagemest  objecdves  and  no  aignificuu  Impact! 
are  andc^iaied. 

PPUSA,  Flaming  Gorge  Chapter  ropiesenis  ilea  peoples  who  ire  in  support  of  strong 
conuminities.  vigorous  ectMomiea  ind  healthy  environmeots.  We  appreciate  die  local 
BLM  officers  in  dieir  endeavor  to  enhance  dw  cotuinuatiDD  of  multiple  use  maoagemem 
00  federal  public  lands  for  oil  and  gas  producdon  as  well  as  liveatocic  grazing,  mining, 
recreanon  and  waier  develapment  activities.  We  also  believe  in  die  concept  to  provide  a 
BALANCE  of  enviroomemal  respoosibility  and  ecooomic  benefit  for  all  Americana. 

On  iuiH  3,  1999.  President  Clinton  isued  Execudvc  Cider  I3I23  {Fed.  Reg:  6/S/99 
(Vol.64.  No.  109)[Page  30849-30860])— Qreening  die  Goveramem  Tlirough  Bflicieni 
Energy  ManagemenL  This  document  eoocems  die  so^alled  Greenhouse  efEea  and  is  a 
declaration  for  meigy  efSciem  nieans  IS  power  llle  fedeial  machine. 

Renewable  energiea  nch  ai  Uomasa,  geodiermal,  solar  and  wind  po««r  are  not 
preaendy,  nor  hi  die  near  fiione  a  viable  means  to  keep  our  oadoo  runnmg.  Wbile  die 
uchnology  is  available  Ecir  imegiaiad  wlMle  building  dealgns  for  tba  above  power 
generatinn  die  bet  remains  diat  clean  namral  gas  must  pull  die  load  of  America. 

Section  404,  (a)  of  EC  13123  slates,  'Agencies  shall  talte  advantage  of  coiiyeddve 
opporoinities  in  die  elecirieily  and  aaiural  gu  markets  n  reduce  costs  and  enhance 
aervices.*  This  raiement  is  a  anong  hxendve  for  die  CD/WAMU  Proposed  Projea  to 
go  fbnh  widi  duught  also  to  increased  pipeUne  capacity  ind  disttibodon. 
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Letter  4  -  Randy  Shipman,  People  for  the  USA/Flaming 
Gorge  Chapter,  Page  2 


Western  Wyoming  CoirammiEy  College-Archeology  Department  for  the  most  pan  ii 
self-sufficient.  Most  of  tbeir  operatioas  capital  lb  derived  Erom  the  oil  and  gas 
induraies. 

Sweetwater  County  property  twwa  paid  in  Fucal  Year  1998  totaled  579,405,274.66.  Of 
(he  ujtal  amoun:  paid,  30  local  conipaDics  conlributed  82.3828%  or  $63,416,293,36. 
This  list,  (attached)  was  obtained  from  the  Sweetwater  County  Treaajrer.  Of  Che  taxes 
paid  by  those  on  the  attached  list,  about  62%  of  the  oaoniea  go  to  all  Sweetwater  county 
public  schools.  Should  one  include  WWCC  with  School  District  1  the  figure  is  about 
68%  and  School  District  2  about  70%.  Total  yearend  reports  (July  10,  1998)  from  the 
ichools  were  S44,X8,748.95  plus  S5.8M  for  WWCC-see  enclosures. 

Ttie  Operators  historical  use  of  public  lands  in  this  area  is  admirable  as  relitea  to  the 
environroent.  The  CD/WAM  n  project  area  has  by  tradition  been  an  oil  and  gas  area. 
There  does  not  appear  to  be  excessive  roads  and  in  some  instances  the  road  structure  is 
ftucb  that  Interstate  80  may  be  less  impacted  than  planned. 

Sumnmry: 

Tlie  industrialized  nations  nmst  adhere  more  stringently  to  the  Momreal  Protocol  and 
Title  VI  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990.  This  Act  and  Protocol  will 
necessitate  a  higher  demand  for  natural  gas  to  meet  our  nt>ligflricms  over  the  nc«  20 
years.  Ui  conjunction  with  ttie  increased  demand  as  a  result  of  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
oatural  gas  and  the  pipolioes  to  distribute  it  to  all  parts  of  the  nation  must  be  on  line. 

The  Public's  interest  and  the  Nf  rinnal  security  are  better  served  by  in  abundance  of 
ftjels  for  energy.  It  takes  energy  to  build  schools,  fight  wars  and  Iceep  the  lights  on  in 
die  balls  of  Congress. 

PFUSA.  Flaming  Gorge  Chapter  looks  forward  to  working  with  the  BLM. 
Thank  you. 


Randy  Shipman  -Preaideiu 

PFUSA-Fliming  Gorge  Chapter 

P.O.  Box  1063 

Rock  Springs.  WY  82902-1063 

Enc:  School  DisL  No.  1,  IC.  2  and  WWCC 


-  Phone:  Work  307-362-8343 
Home  307.382-8107 


Letter  4  - 

Randy  Shipman,  People  for  the  USA/Flaming  Gorge  Chapter,  Attachment  1 

1    1    UU»UI^ 

?? 

?? 

?? 

;^ 

# 

?? 

^     # 

^ 

^ 

;^ 

# 

^ 

^ 

^ 

# 

# 

-p 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

# 

1        1   r!  1   "  1   «  1   "  1    - 

CN 

00 

n 

On 

(N 

^ 

o     o 

»o 

r> 

CH 

^ 

Th 

N 

cs 

OS 

in 

o 

<j 

OD 

1        1   .<  1   -  1    -  1   K  1   O 

(^ 

»o 

r-) 

M 

M 

<>« 

N 

^ 

to 

Ih 

1^ 

t^ 

M 

HJ 

r^ 

*o 

o. 

CH 

•«■ 

o 

w 

o 

r-      '^  1   00      CO      lo 

W 

s> 

in 

N 

N 

M 

c^ 

O 

tn 

o 

n 

M 

^ 

M 

*o 

tn 

o 

O 

(^ 

m 

CS   1    CO 

00 

•o 

m 

Ds 

r^ 

00 

^ 

m 

IS 

•o 

T^ 

O 

<^ 

Ox 

to 

*o 

•o 

m 

m 

to 

tn 

in 

H 

K 

^ 

W 

M 

^ 

^ 

■^ 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

ts 

o 

u. 

o 

O 

— 

00 

^ 

es 

o 

CH 

O 

o 

o 

00 

^ 

rq 

(N 

o 

00 

"C 

o 

Q 

CD 

o 

T^ 

00 

w 

00 

CS 

o 

CM 

CO 

^ 

K) 

T 

o 

S) 

-o 

•o 

tr, 

<« 

M) 

o 

cs 

»n 

CH 

»o 

lO 

CO 

00 

n 

«o 

€S 

O 

O 

00 

«f 

<s 

^ 

ts 

tn 

•o 

^ 

n 

V- 

'^ 

tn 

o 

(M 

^ 

tN 

o 

^ 

S) 

Os 

o 

■— 

tn 

•o 

M 

o 

M 

Tr 

Ul 

CN 

t^ 

^ 

Os 

^ 

t^^ 

CO 

■n- 

O 

o 

r-. 

■rr 

vo 

n 

■>o 

03 

m 

o 

m 

< 

t-s 

m 

m 

<N 

'<)■ 

■^ 

NQ 

r^ 

CH 

in 

o 

.^ 

•o 

n 

c^< 

< 

a. 

O 

CO 

'O 

oC 

■«^ 

IN 

00 

ft" 

oT 

^ 

OD 

■* 

s? 

CO 

M 

o> 

Os 

^o 

a» 

o 

•^ 

o 

,-4- 

r^ 

cs| 

N3 

^ 

W 

ui" 

*o 

m 

>- 

VI 

K 

K> 

C^ 

■•o 

M 

a* 

o 

m 

M 

m 

m 

^ 

CO 

•o 

t^ 

^ 

•o 

■*• 

■tf- 

o> 

t^ 

(S 

^^ 

00 

h* 

ts 

— 

m 

tv 

t^ 

•o 

*o 

tn 

in 

■^ 

a 

hT 

hC 

in 

tn 

*f 

It 

tr 

tn 

w 

w 

■^ 

■^ 

— 

■^ 

■^ 

UJ 

< 

Ol, 

O 
K» 

D. 

o 

1- 

w 

vt 

V* 

vt 

v» 

v\ 

%n 

v> 

%n 

lA 

v» 

v» 

v» 

w 

M 

M 

VI 

V» 

w 

v» 

«A 

4A 

w 

Vf 

M 

w 

w» 

M 

M 

v\ 

VI 

V* 

z 

3 

o 

O 

>- 

i- 

U 

r 

< 

< 

V 

c 

c: 
o 

c 
o 

f 

\- 

r 
o 

u 

V 

TO 

UU 

1 

a 

c 
o 

O 

E- 
o 
u 

T5 

u 

u 

s 
o 

.£: 

n 

"IS 

c 

n 

E 

o 

c 
•5 

F 

E 

3 
V 

s 

u 

3 
O 

u 

a: 

w 
c 

1 

£ 

3 

« 

J2 
n 

E 

J? 

u 

^ 

■o 

O 

1 

s 

8 

2 

?. 

^ 

< 

O 

o 
o 

1 

3 

c 
X 

1 

o 

C 

w 
c 
w 

0 

O 

o 
U 

& 

■a 

•c 

ffl 

a 

•S 

0 

o 

S 
1 

I 

O 
1 

m 

w 
JS 
m 

O 

& 

1- 

1 

2 

UJ 

s 

U 

1 

a. 

1 

a. 

1 

u 

Z 

3 

O 

0 

3 
O 

S 
a: 
m 

O 

•s 
5 

4: 

3 
J? 

u 

o 

.c 
a. 
Ik 

VI 

0. 
< 

c 
3 

C 
3 
O 

X 

o 

0 

w 
C 
3 
X 

o 

i 

i 

V) 

H 

5 

, 

. 

d 

• 

^ 

^^ 

n 

Tf 

tn 

»o 

t^ 

00 

Ov 

o 

o 

■r- 

w 

fS 

M 

M 

M 

M 

c«< 

N 

M 

M 

M 

h- 

couKTY  niURitiiJi'i  ietortuk:  roHM 


mWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


"-        |c-i         1                                                                      »- 

Ia™..                    1 

*mW)«aN0EHTITT.U)CALIClM01.D»TlU<:T                                                                                                                                •                                                                   | 

1 



ri«*V"*wj.)iiHndii 

l99IHWS.]|.|Mm.XiKA)o« 

'*™'                      1    11.B57.953.38           |  p«d««,-. 

1         189,499.46 

12,047,452.8* 

1 

Illll 

|>XA|.iirfW»2|.IMIWk                                                                          "             '■ 

»i)(w.i  jt-ij-iou.xy-KAto. 

■pxW 

3,753.50 

htMmt 

4,467.67 

- 

(>H<~lld 

150.13 

httntt 

178.69 

VaMladi 

l,,^ 

8,713.39 

MaiM.lBa 

8«.7« 

lM«Wl 

Uikt.imm 

l»M.M 

3 

mil 

— .-                    1                                                      1                                         1 

4  1     Miia 

1,442,570.18 

c>n_i)«a 

1,423,259.85 

VotHSBl 

11,729.71 

PMM.q».IW.I 

7,580.62 

s 

■nil 

Ti*l»l"y(l"««»«.ll»ld»iiiti,|(WJJII)-IM(iX«.).) 

I 

IIII4 

1 

■111) 

*Mta»<j>n«>..di.a«i.ii_i„,(wj,)i.i].iDKixiiiE)«(ii«ni 

<:»«■]»■ 

1.423,259.87 

Part  *iH.in.iii 

V«IM2«di 

7,580.62 

1,430,840.49 

I  1    iim 

ll.d.1 

1,013,703.51 

M>^).,ai 

121,644.43 

1,256,992.37 

0|»l_dl.d 

121,644.43 

I  1      IIIM 

Caoawuyuu.. 

67,123.01 

lf«U 

54,131.45 

H«kt]iri) 

6,495.78 

or<»ii>a 

6,495.78 

ID  1      IIIW 

r>ai.  U4  bami  _  MbquM  u. 

41,847.14 

CBT.ffMU 

8,409.12 

OcbiOplId 

1,129.69 

Car.O|t)>a 

1,008.72 

DdM^MdMlmi 

m;>iIi«w 

28,246.76 

Mla^  VcMlidll 

914.01 

MU«.M«hi.lKll 

1,129.70 

On-  MuiH.  ]  .11 

1,009.14 

11 

•IIM 

11 

III7» 

BtMrt  «f  CMpNMin  EdacuioMi  S«^4eM  (H  ■«  ■«!«««)(«  JJ1  -W-IOStO) 

IS 

■nil 

»«rii(C>.>«.ll..t*««li«»H.nfa<l»»—l-in«l|WJllllHIII|»l) 

M 

■IIM 

o*.(U«iiyi 

87,478.77 

Vi<iEi.lr«U 

11,074.03 

HMHtantfUmm 

64.03 

VnExOtOaH 

1,328.89 

tMUJ  unvKU 

533.60 

VMMkLjMai 

1.128.B9 

RMUl[«mJM.)nil 

64.03 

hwMbavMirf 

56.660.80 

H.U,.«Ip«>U. 

Km.  ■>«)■« 

6.799.29 

MoU..^OplJ«dl 

ma.  ■•  .da.  Id 

6.799.29 

.■Ml*a*l*l  JhK 

ri4«.«..J.a 

273.52 

r,dtav..u 

2,278.88 

rni_lM.3>a 

273.52 

IJ 

rorALL0CAL(IUM«riM.lduiil4)                                                                                                                                          \i 

6, 383, 018.1! 
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■iin 

t*Ui«M  NiMd  M  idMol  (K)(Hcl  hoA 

' 

NOWifMcU 

38.162.47 

Airtohndtpadd 

19,998.33 

NOWpplJmA 

A, 579. 47 

AMo  fund  opt  jMiH 

2.399.80 

HaWopLM>l>i9HiB 

4.188.39 

A.la  nuHl  «di>l  ]  oIU 

2,399.80 

nowtwa 

10.943.94 

Auio  fuDd  6  mill 

4.418.07 

HOWIbM 

2,754.10 

1  TOTAL  imUIST  EARNED  ON  SCHOOL  DimuCT  FUNDS 

89.844.37 

AimtORlZlNG  EWnrV-COUNTV 

IT 

nito 

G>»ly««..«k«Jpi»pwyu.(6fliifc)(6r»pn.pHty»m.»*l  J\nJuM]0.  r»IKW5.3l-IJ-10IJ 

3.987,843.76 

■ 

52.579.15 

11 

niio 

Owaty  wi<fa  Kkwl  prap(>ty  lu  (fiinUb)  (boM  prapmy  MtMMd  priof  ID  jiily  1.  1 99 1 }  (W  J  J 1  ■  1 1- 10 1 ) 

6,646.13 

1,678.04 

It 

niio 

C«.ty  wUa  tctxwl  prapmr  tu  (6  njlli)  ptid  Dm  connqr  tmi«l  Atod  pununi  M  iht  I«  d.f«nl  (xoniiui  mdtt  Wa.  J9-]-»l|0. 

» 

Ul» 

223,161.16 

■     11 

CIU 

C«  MMipHJ' lu 

10,380.36 

13 

nno 

PmhlM  un!  Uumi  m  dclinqb«.i  uu> 

9,961.80 

8,511.43 

U 

t]i» 

HMudlbrfoinrN 

447.979.22 

M 

UIU 

FoMMnMn«faM 

336.09 

IS 

B3IM 

OilHr(ld«>tUy} 

16,457.06 

VwtMpI 

2,568.27 

Rnulcui 

125.73 

PnnltlMt 

13,352.12 

Tritint 

410.94 

^j_j_^      , 

«l 

TOTAL  COUNTY  (SUM  OF  UNES  IT-U) 

4.702.765.58 

AtmiOtUZINO  ENTTTV-STATE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                | 

17 

UIM 

T.)fafr*iina  iM. 

U 

UIH 

OiW(blntiJV) 

» 

TOTAL  STATE  (mm  .r  kM  IT-U) 

M 

TOTALOrALLENTrnEfl(iUM.IIn<ilS,l<^<*n<)»)    +    37 

22,563.394.80 

(MylrtwMd|>«ywMUh>»wiadf«flwJtttbcMMlbi»wilM>oMb<rtponrio»llJ,lbnM,  UvUiudpiynuufcrrtAuuInJfihuucJ)  bond  liitmiknUd  M  UrvporUdl 


UNI           1  COM      1                                                                                              tIEM 

AMOUNT                      I 

BONDED  DIITMVINUEI                                                                                                                                                                                                               | 

)l 

11300 

LnTbki.<li.<l.*Kk> 

0.00 

n 

IIIOO 

Lnyfa,bo.4i.UMI 

0.00 

n 

Oil».(ltoiU,) 

0.00 

M 

TOTAL  BOKDED  DEBT  REVENUE!  (Mm  iirnH.  U  ikn  ) 

o.no 

WmOED  DEBT  EXPEHDmmiS 

1) 

■100 

P.)rM«i,wlw.dprlwJpd 

989,408.31 

M 

■  100 

hLyw.ri...be«IJ.iM. 

398,358.35 

11 

TOTAL  BONDED  DEBIT  EXPENDrrURES 

1,387, 766. 6f 

Ua  Iny  Mffl— will  mWJ.»-I  5- HH.w>»d  Miaow  tin  M»wali»dd«l«Bwd<» 


(  raocivad  tram  idiod  diiirieti  lad  lli(  u 


■■d  dil«  Iheu  hiodi  mn  paid  ait  the  dcbl  t< 


u« 

CODU. 

mw 

DAT» 

AMOUWI 

M 

0.00 

» 

0.00 

Ihm«mZ«i 


I  pA^c^  wd  buna  •!  i^  ta^i  Wad  B 


b(lt-tl-ni  H  ll-l>-ni|  ^  •■ 


■0  piU  iBiM  W  npocurf 


MmI  OMa  Kail  <.•»*«  I«M  d*l «  kMd  a*.  M*M.«  t,  <*Mr  tat  M  db«ftM«)  « 


LM 
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ntM 

AMOUKT 

« 

ii«(* 

liilir  — 

163.211.08 

<l 

niM 

caMymaan    (estimate  only. new  6  mill  distribution  not   available) 

53,354.93 

«l 

UMt 

•».».■. 

W 

TOTAL  ON  lUMl  (MtWfc.  41  ftn.  <]| 

216.566.01 
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1997-98 

Sweeiwaier  Cour  y 


RECEIVED 


JUN  1  0  1999 


BUHEAU  OF  UVND  MANAGEMENT 


Fmm  Hti^i4  M) 


D  lOw  hir  It.  im 


COltOV  nUAfUUX'l  RCPORTVIC  rwiH 


"«        IcoJ.        1                                                                      h„            . 

1,^                    1 

AUTHOWZmOCMnrY -LOCAL  SCHOOL  ttSTWCT                                                                                                                  '                                                            | 

1 

inn 

"»«  iJwI  l"|j"  1 W)"""  "  "*■  "*""'""  '"»^  ""  """"1  ■«"  1—  JO.  I»1J  |W  S  ll.JJ-lll!|,Xi«Al, 

0"~                       1      1,515.437.13              |h«[>.«.^„               1                   876.62 

1,517,313.75 

1 

inn 

ti»<u 

10.92 

failwm, 

11.09 

OF<l~lll>fl 

.«4 

UlnM 

.44 

v«urt»ai 

.88 

bMM 

.88 

26.41 

MiiaLlmR 

.44 

lM<i«< 

.44 

U*lal.3Rlll 

.44 

.     hIvM, 

.44 

1 

1  

DtNiIci frapMy  Ti<]f  >dlli  M  »  Minil p^  liM  ih  CMMy  itMtd  ha4 rm*»t la  Ik4  lu  M-iml  ■nmiJMi «.,M  W 1.  )9.]. 

joim 

—■ ■■'                      1                                                            1                                             1 

*  \      11113 

AM1  lauJ  baui  iMMmd  ]  MM  opnti«M  lM7  (W4.  ll-l}-l«fi|(l](4)  •>  (BXtl 

182,064.34 

DNIMlJHn 

iai,959.70 

PMMa^MI 

Vmlaai 

69.79 

34.85 

S 

mil 

TmWm  k<7  tJ  ■!!  MMHMlfici  <fiiuicu}(W  JJ|.IM«{«xiiXit) 

< 

■nil 

TdllM  InrI)  »aiu.«igid<M<u)riidIr»>  «nIoaVKa«il  IW  It  Ha  ■>  Wnd  pn><ii»i  usfa  W.t  JW-JOIIU 

1 

■III! 

um  &»<  .ffn«4 1  .a  nuklnu.  Ut  |Wi  l|.|].|O^.XIXE)«|BXni 

CwnMSHdll 

181,959.70 

PMM'l^MKt 

VaiN3aa 

69.79 

HuM-r^^l 

34.85 

1S2.064.34 

a  J    II i» 

](«U 

132.06 

Maaladl 

15.84 

163.74 

Oprimljaa 

15.84 

•  1      IIIM 

Cvcampuriuu. 

S|>«U 

MdHJaM 

OpIleMljMa 

10  1      Ill4d 

ha<U>iUla«til_M.v<UU>a                                                                                                                               | 

285.16 

C«t.!p«U 

1.22 

DdatOptlaJi 

9.15 

Cwt.OpLSain 

.14 

D-Ea«M>lM.)Mll 

18.31 

Ml.tSpri.1 

228.75 

MH  VMrlniO 

18.31 

Ddla4  Mh>l  I  ■!■ 

9.14 

Cwr.  Milii  1  nai 

.14 

It 

■1IU 

V«uiieMl-TNniM)-AMi(m  «H,MiBn«il(Wl]|.t].|on 

12 

III70 

60,848.61 

|] 

mil 

M 

IllfO 

<Mix(U>.iM 

380.16 

V<aE<.>r-U 

51.75 

l«M>lunM.I*,ll 

.26 

VMiUopiioai 

6.21 

R«ai«l  can  ^Mdil 

2.15 

VfUIMklJlMl 

6.21 

RntilunMiK  Itiai 

.26 

rnaulmtvmM 

229.40 

UMI.„  Spuil 

^>■l.lc••pl>•« 

27.53 

IMl<c^07ll«ll 

rrani<6«Mfat.)iM« 

27.53 

MeU««waLjiiif 

TnhM«fl.3w1 

2.80 

rntavcM 

23.26 

rii>>»i.i.>«i 

2.80 

11 

rOTALL0CAL(SH>rilnM|llviil4|                                                                                                                                         | 
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CODE 

ITEM 

AWOUtll 

It 

11190 

InKnil  tamed  m  Khoo)  ditlikl  A>ndi 

4,190.44 

NOWipeeUI 

3.318.46 

Auka  rand  ,pocUI 

3.00 

NOWoptJnuB 

398.21 

Aaloraadapllmill 

.37 

NOW  e,^  Mil.i.  J  mill 

398.21 

Aum  rand  milal.  3  mill 

.37 

HOWeailH 

43.39 

Aate  filial  S  ratn 

17.51 

NOWCmj 

10.92 

TOTAL  im-ERfSTEARWED  ON  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  FUMD.S 

AuniORizmc  Erarrv-courfrv 

IT  1     iiiro 

Coiiniy  •midv  Kkool  pfopMt)-  tai  («  niltoi  &«■  P»op<"r  i«««»d  •flti  Jum  M,  IWI  )(*  S  111  JIOI  J 

15.710.75 

'^'                     1                15,506.73        |f"' <.««.».              1                   ,„u.n7 

II  1     niiA 

Cooaty-UtKtiwApnftnjiAntimHjittmmpropenytueuBdpiietiaMrt.  I99l)rw  SJi-IJ-IOl) 

25.37 

■^•'•"-i— 1                1                           19.70        1  1-1.-1                        1                         6.67 

If 

UNO 

Cwwiy  *iit  Mhool  iwpwiy  ui  |t  nill,)  paid  rnMBMuot)'  |.ntnl  hnd  penuni  ta  ih.  UN  rfrfwr.l proroion.  larfn  WJ.  J9-]-30ifO- 

n 

niH 

MoiOT  vclikia  nijniaikw  fcaa 

884. B2 

31 

IIUQ 

Ca/  t«a.paar  taa 

41.15 

« 

nuo 

39.50 

Cm-                               1                                      5.75          1  Oalinvaar                          |                                33.75 

I] 

i]i» 

Fin.,  aad  fe^lara. 

1,776.05 

14 

■IIM 

hnureaan^fe. 

5.60 

» 

IIIM 

Olh*,(ld«ti'ly) 

65.25 

Vaua^-p. 

10.18 

Ramalcan 

.50 

PranufMf 

52.94 

TlJai.1 

1.63 

Itf    I 

TOTALCOUHTY  (SUM  OF  UHES  n-M) 

18,549.49 

rtimtoRizmcEfmrv-CTATi                                                                                                                                               | 

31 

UIJO 

TaHaaiiaai.,  &« 

» 

UIM 

OiWIUaailiyi 

» 

TOTAL  STATE  (atun  af  Inn  It-ll) 

» 

TOTAL  OF  ALL  ENTmE5(n»af  Una.  IS,IC.1<  and  }»| 

1,965,886.44 

ritl  (aj  p«]r*MO  Gv  unt  ud  rtflmdiai  bowl  ittun  ihouU  ba  npWMd  o«  thii  fcrui.  Lrrki  and  ptj^tenU  tu  nAmdoi  (ilacMMd)  bond  Uimi  ibouM  no<  bt  nponnf' 


!            1  COOE      1                                                                                               ITEM                                                                                                1  AMOUKT 

IDRD  DEBT  REVENUES 

]| 

ll»Q 

LrrrktxwdrockmfXkNi 

0.00 

)] 

•r»a 

Ltvy  br  honi  inWisH 

0.00 

» 

0<f*{iJc«iW 

0.00 

M 

TOTAL  BOtJDED  DEBT  REVEKUES  {i«n  of  lino  ]]  itrv  ) 

0.00 

DED  DEDT  EXPEHDmjRES 

15 

CIOO 

hr»MiMbo«lpr{.«ipd 

7.108.07 

M 

1100 

hyniMta  c»  bond  biiMin 

it 

TOTAL  BCWDED  DEBfT  EXfEKOfTURES 

7,108.07 

MNuufdiiihndiMnr 

Mltrd  ton  tchoel  dirindi  lad  itw  imo 

Ml  ix]  dtit  IkcJ*  hndi  nn  pwd  on  iht  dtbl  Krvk* 

CDOEL 

rriM 

Djsn 

AMOUKT 

„ 

0.00 

» 

r^i«dwi«-*MiHn4ct 

0.00 

U  lUA  (■*■*»  hMnU  d^J  M  llHl  (L(.  ■■ 


■•hHU  im 


(eetlraate    only,    new   6  mill    distribution   not    available) 


TOTAL  ON  lUND  |HH  (flMi  <1  kM  111 
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-7-/0  -y<3 


IMIAlitHMtXUlAf\,l   U^ll 


1997-98 

Sweetwatef  Couni 


covHTt  ntiAiimni  uroiniM  rout* 


FMilbttHiMI 


MS  FiaotJ^E*""*"'"**^  '"" 


"-      |c-.       1                                                      h. 

1*—"                   1 

A<m««iai«omTy.uicM.icHo«.D(jT«K:i                                                                             •                                        ( 

1 

lull 

'>—                     1    13,399.849.74            |  r-lM-^-,              |      ,„.fl«nil 

1 

■nil 

lp«U 

in,n«n  at. 

lUM 

6.962.25 

39,972.46 

ar«4w«ti«ji 

1.202.50 

hM> 

278.50 

VmmJmM 

talMM 

M>i«.i«ai 

1.197.36 

l«na 

270.89 

Mii<il2Mll 

htWMI 

1 

■nil 

301(0. 

<=~"»-"            1  1  CO    '.1,71. ();i            1                         1 

<  1    mil 

M*1  local  bMf4  tffnttt  1  mI  ofmilM*  It»y  {WX  lM)-l03(t](lX4)«  (SXtl 

1.609.893.21 

C«T-ll>fl 

1.602.978.03 

MM.*.. 

208.53 

V«.>d 

6,705.67 

1 

■ini 

TiMMkvy{lnKMMi^l&d«i&lM){WJJ1.|Ma)(*](fl)(t|.) 

< 

■1114 

TUiIm  Iny  (]  mS  M*-wlflfd  dJrtrictf)  H4  Om  *«  <<MMT  tM«nl  h«l  to  riM  lu  4tfanl  PwWjImi  aadn  W J.  39.).»l|0. 
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■ins 

AMT  ■<».<  .n>m4 1  >d  •ilu.u..  liiy  (WJ.  ll.lMOK.dxEl «  mm 

CotmJmOI 

541.678.98 

208.53 

«■>>•■ 

haMi.,»l„tl 

6.706.67 

548,594.18 

I  1    iii» 

IficU 

504.786.79 

M,l«.Iaa 

20.191.47 

585,552.67 

tVlliiiUiJI 

60.574.41 

t  1      IIIX 

CtoiWU.... 

19.148.55 

>f«id 

16.507.37 

M.laL]wV 

660.30 

0(««l]idi 

1.980.88 

10  1      II  l« 

f>«lli.»<Ul.-l»4i«.,i..lM».                                                                                                                               1 

35,483.60 

C».lp«U 

3.131.55 

i>dh.tOpii.a 

1,177.49 

cmorDd 

414.53 

Dtb^UtkLjma 

Mnd-u 

29.444.42 

iMKVMNaBai 

1 

IMH>'>l~'l»>l 

1,177.49 

Cmt.H*Im.]mM 

138.12 
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»»rtrfo»f«.ih.rji«iv»,n«*.(H.ai...i...i(wjji.».io<(iii 

1) 

■nil 

14 

■nn 

aw(id><«) 

47,719.33 

1 

v«ib.tr>w 

6,351.44 

XiataionafUHa 

38.39 

v.iiE>or»«a 

677.43 

RmuIcm)v«U 

319.92 

VWMkLSlOl 

338.81 

ll-l>lxn»l<i.>.a 

12.80 

PMniib«if«U 

33.971.73 

MMk^tf^. 

PnntolMflpiJMai 

4.076.60  "■ 

M<M.nOp<)id 

nm>l>a>ki.l«a 

1.358.87 

MaWtMlMlNll 

Tnft«af(.lHa 

59.30 

T-ta^WJ 

494.22 

riMiMbi)H« 

19.82  . 
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AWOimT 
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IIS9D 

himfl  MRtttt  on  Kkool  diuiii^  hndi 

NOWipccUJ 

32,223.88 

Aulo  rund  ipecMl 

10.063.83 

NOWofrf.  iMiR 

3,^00. U 

Aulo  rund  opi  3  mill 

460.10 

HOW  opt  M«io(  1  milt 

1,288.95 

A>lar<i>d>uiiil.  JnIR 

NOW  S  .11 

6.886.45 

Aalofimd&initl 

2,780.07 

NOWfixt 

1,733.03 

TOTALiriTERECTEARneOONSaiOOLOISTRJCT  FIJMOS 

59.986.56 

AimiORJaNC  HnTTV-COUKTY 

11 

■31.0 

OMwiy  Mde  teboot  pr(»ptn]' tii  («  mlbK  Iron  ro(>«ny»Kucxl  ilUr  hot  JO,  l«l )  (W.S.  SM  J-301 1 

2.509.764.12 

33,511.63 

11 

niio 

ComWjf  irfdi  Kkcnl  prapeily  U»(6raaiil(ln3m  property  iiioKd  priof  to  July  1.  1991)  (W  S.I1-I3-30I ) 

4.186.14 

P.,ddi.quwl                   1              3,127.66                   1"-"^' 

1.058.48 

!• 

nno 

CiMaty»iibtdunlproii*nvUK(e  in»i)|MU  bintourir/tRi*nJ  hid  purtMMtollM  uxdcfonl  prantioMivivdv  W.S.  ]9-]-]OIIO 
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U)» 

140.423.45 

31 

UIU 

CvompMriu 

6,531.82 

33 

■1I4D 

o««iU                        1           912.71                     |wi»^«. 

5.380.24 

31 

IIIKP 

HM«»dfcrbinj(u 

282.614.44 

34 

■1160 

FcnMR»n«rM* 

218.46 

U 

>3IK 

Oik«{l<u.div> 

10,355.60 

VMnMipi 

1,616.09 

RcoUlon 

79.13 

rnntoto 

8,401.79 

Tnhr» 

258.59 

»l 

TOTAL  COlrtfTV  (SUM  OF  LIMES  IT-IS) 

2,960.386.98 

AtmiORlZmC  ETfrTTY-STATl                                                                                                                                                                                                                               ] 

21 

UIJO 

T»yte,|»*k|  Am 

31 

UIM 

0<W{blind]y) 

I» 

T0TAL8TATE  (iu>  oTIiM*  37.1I) 

.9-479:407.71 

M 

T0TALOFAU.EfrTrnES<M-*riM>IS,1M<ud»} 

9.479,467.71 

(My  Mn  Mi  fy—a  b  mw  ud  nhadUq  bcMd  kr-a  ihoM  bt  npontd  « 


U  fetm.  L'vkt  Md  r«ywMt>  fa  rtftinded  {dec«Mcd}  bond  bMct  rbould  Ml  b«  rcpMMill 


LTHt           1  CODE     1                                                                                             rreM                                                                                             1  AMOUNT 

BONDED  DEBT  REVENUES 

31 

■im 

UtyhbamdnOtrnpom    (per   letter  County  Asseasor) 

1.372.514.28 

13 

II3M 

UrtkihMikiti^        (per  letter  County  Aaseaaor) 

t  .Rio.sqft  till 

11 

OilMrrMhMl^) 

M 

TOTAL  BONDED  DEBT  IIEVEHUE5  (n>  oTBn.*  31  ifint ) 

1,810,596.94 

BONDED  DEBT  EXf  ENDFTURE3 

)1 

•  100 

P.ymMUo.b»d(.nndpd 

1,500,000.00 
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AIM 

P>>nMUo.Undi.toc« 

1,937.242.50 

17 

TOTAL  BONDED  DEDn-  EXPEHOnURES 

3.437.242.50 

MiH  kvy  Mpplnaml-pa  WJ. 3J-t5-l01,  n  Boed  la kww  lk«  amaumt  tad  d*l«  (u*di  mix  icMJvtd  Iraa  idwol dblniii  nd  ifx  uwmiM  lad  diK  ibu*  hndi  wen  fud on  Um dib<  m 


LH 

COOd 

rrcM 

DATl 

AMOOKT 

II 

bo*«4  im  ^  wkMl  «wk> 

0.00 

» 

raiiSdMhUlMi^k* 

0,00 

'  I  '     "     .     .  ....J...     .J.    ^  ^    .^.^^  u^ ». Hi Aa-hwM} »!—>.'  .  '.*n 


L»m 

OMM 

mn 

«^«)UHT 

M 

■  >«0 
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7.2.4.2  Letter  4  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS.  The 
information  you  have  provided  regarding  the  economic 
importance  of  energy  resources  to  Sweetwater  Coimty,  the  need 
for  clean  energy  sources,  and  the  success  of  multiple  use  of  the 
public  lands  is  very  much  appreciated  and  has  been  considered 
during  the  preparation  of  this  EIS. 


1.2.5.2  Letter  5  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments. 


72^.1       Letter  5  -  Greg  Cody,  National  Park  Service 


Gr>s_Cody9npa.gov  (Qreg  Cody)  an  0t/11/S3  06:42:38  AM 


To:  Clare  M»l«imFOWY/BLMrtlOI«BLM 

cc         WAS0_ENV_QuBlliyOnps.gov  (WASO  ENV  Quality) 

Sublsci:  ER  SS/OIO.  Draft  EIS  lor  Contlnamal  DMda/Wamauttar  II.... 


M*  raviewcd  ch«  draft  Bnvlronmantal  Impacc  Statananl:  for  Continant:al 
Divlda/Hasiautcar  II  Hatural  Ooa  Projacc,   Swaacwatar  and  Carbon  countlaa.   Hyoming 
and  hova  no  coamanta.   Thla  rapraaanca  cha  conaolidatad  cosimanta  of  cha  National 
Park  Sarvica. 


Gzmg  Cody 

HEPA/Sactton  lOE  Spacialiae 

Hadonal  parlc  Sarvica 

Intaraountain  Ragion  -  Danvar  Support  Offlea 


iC-  , 


72.6.1       Letter  6  -  James  F.  Devine,  U.S.  Geological 
Survey 


United  States  Department  of  the  Inn  no  J    jim  1  ]  599 


In  Raply  Refor  To: 
Mail  Stop  423 


UA  GEOLOCIOU-SimVlY 


MEMORANDUM 


RECEIVED 


JUN  -  3  I39S 


Cliia  Miller,  Bureau  of  Land  Maiugemrat 


Junes  F.  Devi 
Seoior  Advisor  for 


k£^ 


ice  Applicadons 


Subject:  Review  of  tlie  Draft  Eavironntenul  Impact  Statement, 
Continental  Divide/Wamsulttr  n  Natural  Gu  Project, 
Sweetwater  and  Caiboo  Counties.  Wyoming 

The  VS.  Geological  Survey  has  reviewed  the  subjea  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (DEIS)  and  offers  the  following  comments  and  obiervadons: 

fti.>  vi.  KTHjibv«  Snmmnrv.  Hiini  naraaraph: 

"1  j  A  succinct  derinition  of  "fracturing"  would  be  helpful  here. 

P.T>  yIIL  F.«ei!iitlTa  Si.mTTiai-r.  second  naraaraoh: 

I  The  statement,  "...rwr  ate  other  mineral  tlavelt^mieats  anticipated  due  to  lack  of 
availabilhy,"  needs  clarification.  U  is  unclear  if  "availability"  refers  to  availability  of 
mineral  resources,  to  access,  or  some  ocber  sspecl  of  the  (ievalopmenL 

Pa«i  1J.  .SetHim  1.Z4;  Tiinll  TilT  '^■""l"'  "-I"!  n«r.iir<n.h. 

1Tharefannce,bBra  and  tfaiougfaoot  the  text,  to  "oH  aod  gas  wells'*  ii  imprecise  and 
potlibly  mislaading.  Thia  tenninoio^  can  be  coostraed  to  none  weljt  thai  prodaee  bodi 
ollandgas.  Hu  tanninology  used  should  dearly  Indicate  whether  you  are  teferriag  to  00 
Weill  or  gas  wells,  or  oil  walls  and  gas  wails,  or  walls  pradadng  bcitfa  oil  and  gas. 

!»...  U.  ftn.rth  oaranTiphi 

41  *Oil  and  gas  disturbanoe'  like  the  pravioos  item  sboold  be  rephrased  to  be  more  azpIidL 
I  Is  the  disoirbance  caosad  by  oil  and/or  gas  exploradon  and  devdopmant? 
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Letter  6 
Page  2 


James  F.  Devine,  U.S.  Geological  Survey, 


Page  2-16.  Section  2.63:  Well  Pad  Construction: 
O I  2.6  acres  for  a  well  pad  seems  unusually  large. 

Page  2-2j,  Section  2.6.6:  Production  Facilities,  last  paragraph: 
6  I  A  sentence  explaining  the  term  "christmaa  tree"  would  be  helpful. 

Page  Ml.  Section  3.14.1:  Mineral  Resources,  third  paraeraah: 

I  The  abbreviation  for  units  of  gas  and  oil  volumes  needs  to  be  consistent.  It  is  confusing 
to  mix  mmcf  (million  cubic  feet)  of  gas  and  mbo  (million  banrels  of  oil),  because  the 
measurement  unit  'm'  by  defmiuon  means  thousand.  Million  barrels  of  oil  should  be 
indicated  by  mmbo  throughout  the  text. 

Page  3.11.  fourth  naragraoh: 

The  source  of  production  information  is  referenced  as  "(PI/Dwigfat's  1998)."  This 
reference  is  insufficienL  Clarification  of  the  data,  source  of  data,  and  a  complete 
reference  is  needed.  Include  the  full  company  name,  whether  the  data  are  torn  the 
O    Petroleum  Information  Corporation  production  database,  the  WHCS  dnrnhaae,  or  from  the 
^    Dwight's  production  or  well  databases.  Also,  while  the  contract  with  the  company  may 
be  valid  for  1998.  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  cumulative  and  other  production  numbers 
from  the  database  ar«  compiled  through  1998.  Indicate  through  what  year(s)  the 
cumuiarive  and  other  production  numbers  are  valid. 


9| 


Page3-T4.Pi»iii^.11; 

The  text  on  this  figuiv  is  bBicly  readable.  Since  the  document  refers  to  thest  stratigraphic 
Intervals,  Che  labels  should  be  edited  so  that  they  can  be  easily  read. 

ReferencBi; 

Petroleum  Information  Corp.,  1998,  Well  History  Control  System  database,  available  from 
Petroieum  Information  Corp.,  4100  Dry  Creek  Road,  Littleton,  CO  80122. 
Petroleum  Information  Corp..  1998,  petroROM  Production  Data  on  CD-ROM,  available 
from  Petroleum  Information  Corp.,  4100  Dry  Creek  Road,  Littleton,  CO  80122. 

Copy  To:  Director,  Office  of  Bnvironmental  Policy  and  Compliance 


Comment  Response  5  -  The  2.6  acres  required  for  each  well 
location  is  not  unusually  large.  Please  note  that  all  but  0.8  acres 
would  be  reclaimed  once  the  well  is  ready  to  produce  (see  DEIS 
Section  2.6.6  on  page  2-23). 

Comment  Response  6  -  The  term  "Christmas  tree"  is  described 
in  DEIS  Section  2.6.6,  page  2-23:  "A  series  of  valves  designed  to 
control  pressures  and  regulate  flows  from  the  well  (i.e.,  the 
Christmas  tree)  would  be  installed  at  the  well  head." 

Comment  Response  7  -  The  abbreviation  for  miUion  barrels  of 
oil  has  been  changed  to  "mmbo"  throughout  the  text. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  aimual  CD/WIIPA  production 
figiu-es  provided  in  the  DEIS  are  presented  only  to  give  the 
reader  an  idea  of  the  magnitude  of  development  in  the  area. 
The  values  are  for  "approximate"  production,  which  the  BLM 
believes  is  adequate  for  the  purpose  of  this  EIS.  A  more 
complete  reference  is  provided  in  DEIS  Section  6.0,  on 
page  6-10. 

Comment  Response  9  -  The  BLM  believes  that  Figure  3.2  is 
adequate  for  this  EIS.  All  pertinent  information  regarding 
Figure  3.2  is  provided  on  DEIS  pages  3-11  and  3-16. 


7.2.6.2  Letter  6  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  An  explanation  of  fracturing  appears  in 
DEIS  Section  2.6.5,  page  2-23.  Definitions  are  not  provided  in 
the  Executive  Summary,  which  is  meant  to  be  brief. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  sentence  has  been  modified  to  read, 
"There  are  currently  no  mineral  development  actions  proposed 
for  the  CD/WIIPA  other  than  oil  and  gas  development  and 
small-scale  gravel/aggregate  mining  operations,  nor  are  there 
likely  to  be  any  proposals  to  mine  coal,  oil  shale,  or  locatable 
minerals."  This  is  explained  more  fully  in  DEIS  Section  3.1.4.1, 
pages  3-16  and  3-17. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  phrase  "oil  and  gas  wells"  as  used  in 
DEIS  Section  1.2.4  refers  to  oil  wells  and  gas  wells.  However, 
since  this  project  primarily  involves  the  development  of  natural 
gas  resources  and  oil  (condensate)  is  also  produced  with  the  gas, 
most  wells  proposed  for  development  can  be  considered  as 
producing  both  oil  and  gas. 

Comment  Response  4  -  The  term  "oU  and  gas  distiu-bance" 
generally  refers  to  the  area  disturbed  by  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development. 


7.2.7.1       Letter  7  -  Mike  Wilkinson,  Mike  Wilkinson 


Trucking,  Inc. 


Mike  Wilkinson  Truckmg,  Inc. 

2St  Lester  Dr 

Rook  Springs,  WY  82901 


June  9, 1999 


Claiv  Miller 
Rawlins  Held  OfGce 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rawlins,  WY   82301-2407 

le:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Continental  Divide/Wamsurter  n  Nahrral  Gas  Project 


Dear  Mr.  Miller; 

Thank  you  fct  flic  oppoimnity  to  comment  of  the  Drsfl  EIS  for  CD/Wn  Nanml  Q«s 
Project.  We  STB  a  small  service  company  that  has  operated  in  southwest  Wyoming  for  the  past  23 
years,  and  we  have  a  very  stncere  interest  in  the  ouicome  of  this  project. 

I  agree  with  your  dosing  statement  m  your  smranatioiL  The  Proposed  Action  is 
compatible  with  msnagemmt  objectives  and  ao  lignificairt  impacts  are  antictpated. 

I  hope  thai  the  BLM  will  support  industry  m  the  development  of  our  natural  tesouicos . 
If  we  ate  to  survive  and  prosper  in  ocr  conrmunitiea,  we  must  be  allowed  to  proceed  without 
delays  in  developing  this  countries  "Fuel  of  Choice".  The  oil  &  gss  mdustiy  keeps  high-paying 
jobs  m  the  stste  snd  keeps  state  mid  federal  governments  endowed  and  schools  Amded.  The 
petroleum  industry  has  been  exploring  &r  oil  and  gas  in  Wyoming  for  1 15  years,  sccinmdng  for 
over  33%  of  the  totsl  property  taxes  levied  in  Wyoming  and  spprax.  64%  of  the  property  taxes 
levied  on  sli  minerals.  The  proposed  projea  to  drill  and  produce  a  maximum  of  3,000  wells  over 
20  yesrs  would  cerraiiily  help  m  insure  this  economic  health. 

Concerning  environmental  impacts  -  the  operalon  have  agreed  to  extenaive  mitigadon 
that  will  alleviate  negative  hnpacta.  Site  specific  mitigstion  would  also  be  imposed  on  opeeatots, 
I  have  seen  that  the  oil  &  gu  industry  sre  good  stewards  of  the  Und.  We  encoinage  die  BLM  to 
move  forward  with  tfaia  DEIS  with  no  unnecessary  delays. 


Sincerely, 


RECEIVED 


JIM  14  699 


klilte  Wilkinaen 
Owner 


'LAlU^^"^ 
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7.2.7.2  Letter  7  Comment  Response 


7.2.8.2  Letter  8  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoiu-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response  1  -  Mitigation  for  actions  taken  in  the 
CD/WIIPA  would  be  those  that  are  identified  by  Operators  as 
project  components,  are  specifically  required  by  law,  and/or  are 
intended  to  prevent  undue  damage  to  surface  and  subsurface 


resources. 


7^.8.1       Letter  8  -  Les  White,  Flying  J  Oil  and  Gas  Inc. 


Li'lJN    FLYING  J  OIL  &  GAS  INC. 


333  WEST  CENTER  STREET  •  NOHTH  SALT  UKE.  JTAH  MOSt 
PHONE  (B01)  jae-TTOO  •  FAX  (801)  !96-78Sa 


Mr.CluMiUcr 
BawIuu  Field  Office 
Burein  of  Lsul  Muugemenl 
P.O.  Boi  2407 
!liwlmi,WY  82301-2407 

Rk      Draft  Eoviroimenul  Impact  Statement 

Continental  Oivide/Wamititter  11  Natural  Gat  Project 
Sweetwater  and  Caibon  Countia,  Wyoming 

DearMr.MiUer 

Tbank  you  for  fending  to  Flying  J  a  copy  of  the  al)ove<aptioncd  EIS.  We  have  reviewed 
the  itudy  and  find  that  wo  support  the  Propoied  Action  alternative,  We  Sao]  that  auch 
alternative  ia  Sail  and  equitable  for  all  parties  aa  pnpoied.  We  would  itqttest  tilat  any 
project  specific  and  aite-apecific  mitigstion  measures  be  realistic  and  not  cause  an  undue 
economic  burden  on  the  operator.  We  strongly  concur  thai  stmidsid  proceduiea  as 
currently  employed  by  other  state  and  regional  gas  field  devolopments  be  used  in 
governing  (he  operationa  witliin  said  EIS  bormdary. 

We  look  forward  to  the  Record  of  Dadstofl  and  issuance  of  drilling  pennils  within  the 
EIS  boundary  as  soon  as  possible. 

Sincecely, 


Flying  J  Oil  &  Gss  Inc. 


Les  White 
Senior  Landman 


aiQ  wear  OIL  t  QAs  INC. 
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CkreMiUer 

Rawfios  Fiald  Office,  BLM 
P.O.  Box  2407 
lUwiini,  WY  82301-2407 

DMT.Mr.MiUBr. 

luntbBSauthwMFieURBpiaeDacive&rUHV^IdlifeMiaagemBn^  The  InititutE  b  « 

priviie,  innprofit.  scientific  tnd  educafxniAl  orginizatbo  fi>uiKled  m  1 91 1  ^ 
i^Konlion.  comervttioa,  and  sound  msiiAgenient  of  OBtunl  renuices,  eqwdtily  wildBfe,  in 
NonbAmBriu.   I  have  tbe  fislbwins  comocnis  on  the  DEIS  for  tbe  CaDtinenul 
Dhride/Wanwitter  n  Nuunl  Qu  Project  in  Sweetwiler  ind  Cirtaon  Coantks,  Wyoniag. 

The  Irertitule  is  keeafy  interested  in  oD  ml  gaa  devdopment  on  public  knd»  in  Wyoning.  We 
have  partieipBiod  in  many  prcvnm  NEPA  procesaea  dealiog  with  thii  topic  As  we  htve 
conanemed  in  the  past,  one  of  our  coocena  with  thh  documeol  i>  tbe  ibieace  of  artenrion  to 
oimuiativeimpaouofall  these  projects  consklared  together.  We  are  fcmiliar  with  the  dialog  on 
ttm  iwue  realcring  the  concluiion  by  the  BLM  that  cumulttive  inalysea  ire  not  oeceswry  md 
tl«t  die  exining  NEPA  pracew  ii  adequately  protoctinB  otha-  valuable  natural  resources  on  puldic 
buida  in  Wyoirang.  However  it  aeena  to  ua  tbtt  the  magnitude  of  this  proposed  project  (3000 
iddhioittl  wella)  pbced  on  the  top  of  costing  projects  challenges  that  conckoion  and  begs  ibe 
isRie  to  be  leconsidered.  The  Inri^"^  urges  the  Bunau  to  ackiiawiedge  and  ■ddresi  our 
coDcsnis  on  cunuktirc  imptcts  sad  tbe  incnuiiig  tndustrUization  of  Wyoming  pufafic  Imds  in 
theFEIS. 

Tbe  InitilUB  b  also  conceriMd  why  tbe  propond  actbo  of  the  Bl^  (tt  least  in  msfidtude  Bid 
deniityofwoIIs)iiaiwiyt  tbe  proposal  put  ftmh  by  tbe  devdopmi.  We  wonder  why  the  Bureau 
csaiot  develop  iltematives  thsi  would  iimil  the  nxgoitude  of  tbe  proposed  project.  In  this  DEIS, 
the  afeeranivei  deal  with  feve)  of  sarftcc  acre  disturbence  per  aactioo.  Wc  fi^l  thu  the  sorlhce 
ateadlstuibedBSXiiiBtthBRxistimpartaiapaniDDtsrlocooiidef.  We  would  Eaggesttlst  a 
naidi  HMMc  important  ipeasure  ii  density  of  wells  per  section.  The  impact  to  wiidHfc  lod  thet 
I  taUtata  from  tKiaaed  ndnitrislBxtlon  is  ow^  more  Ihin  Kimpty  tiw  Kir&ce  scRS  inpaaed. 
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We  also  question  the  outright  conclusion  that  the  No  Action  Alieniaiive  would  not  be  a  viable 
alternative.  We  recognize  that  development  could  proceed  on  other  land  ownerships  but  believe 
that  dcTBity  of  wcUs  on  federal  land  u  the  real  issue  at  hand.  It  may  well  be,  thai  we  have  reached 
the  level  of  developmem  on  many  of  these  public  lands  in  SW  Wyoming  thai  this  alternative  is  the 
only  viable  approach.  We  urge  the  Bureau  to  evaluate  this  option  in  the  FEIS  and  simply  not  to 
dismiss  it  as  is  done  in  the  DEIS. 

I  Given  that  the  decision  will  be  to  approve  this  project,  we  suggest  that  the  BLM  should  at  least 
endorse  AJleraative  A  thai  imposes  a  14-acre  maximum  surfece  disturbance  per  federally  managed 
section.  This  ahcmative  was  developed  by  the  BLM  based  on  public,  agency,  and  trsource 
specialist  concerns  regarding  potential  impacts  to  sensitive  resources  &om  natural  gas  6eld 
developments  and  should  be  seriously  considered. 

In  prcvbus  comments  on  these  proposals,  the  Institute  has  commented  on  the  need  for  efiective 
biological  monitoring  during  the  life  of  the  projects,  in  this  DEIS,  we  notice  considerable 
verbiage  directed  to  this  issue,  However,  liw  Institute  questions  the  validity  of  the  very  general 
and  basically  umtruccured  monitoring  proposed.  It  is  our  professional  judgement  diat  these 
eSbrts  would  only  detect  the  most  obvious  outcomes  (IE  absence  of  a  species)  and  not  be  of 
much  use  in  "monitoring'*  the  response  of  a  species  or  a  population  of  animals.  TTw  FEIS  should 
articulate  how  these  general  monitoring  activities  will  protect  the  resources  in  the  long  term. 

It  is  stated  on  page  4-57  that  "'cumulative  impacts  resulting  from  direct  habitat  loss  for  all  big 
game  herds  are  unknown;  however,  monitoring  as  identified  in  AppcKiix.  D  would  allow  the  BLM 
to  determine  if  farther  studies  are  required  and  whether  fiirther  mitigations  arc  necessary."  The 
Institute  feels  that  the  preponderance  of  knowledge  and  professional  opinion  indicates  that  this 
project  will  be  detrimental  to  big  game  populations  and  to  rely  on  ftiture  monitoring  to  determine 
if  mitigations  are  necessary  is  professionally  bankrupt!  Now  is  the  time  to  take  mitigating  steps  to 
avoid  the  expected  impacts! 

We  recognize  that  monitoring  efforts  will  take  considerable  fiscal  resources  and  because  of  their 
general  nanire  doubt  they  will  accomplish  vfhat  Ihey  are  intended  to  do.  We  urge  the  Bureau  to 
develop  much  better  designed  and  disciplined  biological  n»nitoring  protocols  in  specific  habitats 
and  directed  to  specific  specks  to  better  assess  these  impacts.  It  is  time  that  Bureau 
Administrators  and  interested  publics  become  aware  of  the  serious  lack  of  human  resources 
Bvailabie  to  the  Bureau  to  apply  to  these  important  resource  issues.  The  Bureau  shouki 
acknowledge  these  human  resource  deficits  in  the  DEIS  and  reveal  that  if  viable  scientific 
monitoring  is  to  be  done,  serious  ottention  nnist  be  given  to  the  design  and  conduct  of  such 
studies.    This  need  is  aihided  to  on  page  4*56  and  must  be  highlighted  in  the  FEIS. 

I  The  detrimental  in^»cts  on  water  quality  from  this  projects  that  is  acknowledged  (page  4-35) 
must  be  seriously  considered.    It  is  noticed  \nth  interest  that  the  DEIS  ackoowledges  in  Table  3.8 
that  a  cause  of  impaired  stream  segments  within  the  project  area  is  petroleum  activities.  The 
DEIS  tends  to  dianiss  these  impacts.  In  an  area  where  quality  water  is  limited,  forther  kisses  of 
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deserve  better.  Time  is  running  ow  for  many  of  Wyoming's  wildlife  resources.  It  is  time  that  the 
Bureau  stand  up  and  exercise  the  stewardship  responsibilities  thai  Federal  Law  and  Policy  dictate. 
A  reevahiation  of  the  many  issues  raised  in  tius  letter  in  the  FEIS  would  be  a  start. 

Sincerely, 


LenH.  Carpenter 


R.  Sparrowe,  WMI 

J.  Baughman,  Wyo  G&F 

A_  Pierson,  BLM 
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thfa  resomrc  must  be  picveued.  If  otisting  petroleum  Ktivitjes  «re  mqnirmg  stream  quality,  wiat 
win  be  the  impact  of  increased  peiroleuni  aaivities? 

Now  we  will  present  some  specific  comnmU  on  impacts  to  wildlife  species  and  their  habitats. 
The  west-wide  concern  for  the  status  of  sage  grouse  prompts  us  to  comment  on  the  potential 
impacts  of  this  project  on  this  nnpoitant  Wyoming  native  species.  The  large  number  of  leks 
within  the  project  area  boundary  (Map  4.7)  elucidates  this  concern.  Data  on  acreage  of  direct 
surftce  disturbance  in  sage  grouse  habilau  m  Table  4. 12  is  misleading.  The  Table  indicates  that 
pfly  2.7  %  of  probable  nesting  habitat  out  of  571 ,000  total  probable  nesting  acres  win  be 
lO    hnpacted.  Knowing  what  we  do  about  sage  grouse  nesting  requiremema.  it  is  doubt&l  that  then 
are  571,000  acres  of  viable  nesting  habitat  in  the  project  area.  Much  of  the  acreage  is  aheady 
limited  to  sage  grouse  nesting  use  by  livestock  grazing  and  other  activities.   Therefore,  the  2.7  S 
aita  estimated  to  be  impacted  is  grossly  low.  The  impact  to  sage  grouse  is  one  topic  wheie 
denshy  of  weDs  and  associated  aaivities  associated  with  this  project  is  undentatcd  in  the  DEIS. 
We  are  concerned  about  the  increased  noise  levels,  traffic  patterns,  aul  fiirtlKr  habitat 
fragmentation  that  wiU  result  from  tills  project.  We  urge  the  Bureau  to  broaden  your  evahiatnn 
of  the  potential  impacts  of  die  project  on  sage  grouse. 

We  aie  also  concerned  about  the  recognized  impacts  to  the  Red  Desert  Prongbom  popuialnn  as  a 
result  of  bss  of  critical  winter  range  (page  vii).  The  Institute  disagrees  widi  the  conclusions 
reached  that  implementation  of  Altemativea  A  and  B  which  am  designed  to  provide  protection  of 
crucial  winter  habitats  would  result  in  no  significanl  direct,  indirect,  or  cumulative  impacts.  How 
^^    was  this  coKhision  reached?  The  Institute  maintains  that  the  proposed  density  of  wells  for  this 
project  win  result  in  significant  kisses  of  s^slu^  habitat  from  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative 
impacts  under  all  alternatives.    In  the  absence  of  data  and  jusdfication  we  Uiink  it  is  a  disservice 
to  the  readers  of  this  document  to  iaftr  otlKrwise.  The  reasoning  behind  the  conchjsions  that  are 
reached  must  be  reevahiated  in  the  i'EIS.  The  Red  Deaen  Pronghom  Herd  is  truly  a  national 
wildlife  treasure  and  efforts  must  be  taken  to  insure  its  long-term  Siture. 

It  is  highly  probable  that  the  mountain  plover  will  be  listed  as  threatened  by  the  USFWS  m  the 
HO    veiy  near  fiitute.  Vety  little  attantkm  or  concern  is  given  m  the  DEIS  to  this  species.  Oiventhe 
■  ^    probability  oflisting  and  the  considerable  amount  ofmountainplovB  habitat  in  the  project  area, 
we  urge  the  Bureau  to  direct  more  attention  in  the  FEIS  to  this  species.  In  a  similar  manner, 
because  of  the  close  Unkage  between  plovers  and  prairie  dogs,  impacts  on  the  wtute-tailed  pnirie 
dog  should  be  highlighted.  Map  3.1 1  demonstnuea  the  wkle  spread  distribaion  of  prairie  dogs  on 
13    the  project  area.  The  proposal  before  USFWS  for  lisdng  the  btadc-taHed  pnirie  dog  alio 

necessitales  that  federal  land  management  agencies  connder  impacts  on  all  ^lecies  of  prairie  dogs 
more  carefriljy  than  in  the  tecent  past  The  FEIS  should  discuss  this  issue. 

In  wmmaiy,  this  DEIS  is  like  all  prevnua  NEFA  doGumenta  dealmg  with  oil  and  gas  davelopmeni 
on  public  lands  is  Wyomiiig.  It  appean  that  analyses  are  solely  geared  to  substantiate  a 
preconceived  outcooe.  Considering  the  large  hmnm  and  fiscal  coau  of  these  NEFA  pioceaiea 
this  is  indeed  unfortunate.  The  taxpaying  public  and  especially  the  nation's  wildlife  popuhtioia 


12.92  Letter  9  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Cumulative  impacts  for  all  potentially 
affected  resources  are  addressed  in  DEIS  Chapter  4.0  (see 
specifically  DEIS  pages  4-3  to  4-8).  Many  resources  are  analyzed 
(cumulatively)  on  a  broad  scale  (see  DEIS  Table  4.1  and 
Map  4.1). 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  Proposed  Action  is  the  proposal  put 
forth  by  the  Operators  because  it  is  their  proposed  development. 
The  BLM  does  not  make  the  initial  proposal  for  development,  as 
it  is  not  in  the  business  of  recovering  and  marketing  oil  and  gas 
resources.  Rather,  the  BLM  is  charged  with  evaluating 
development  proposals  within  the  legal  mandates  of  allowing 
mineral  recovery  while  affording  appropriate  protection  to  the 
environment.  The  BLM  and  others,  during  scoping,  propose 
alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action.  Reasonable  alternatives, 
including  the  No  Action  Alternative,  receive  the  same 
consideration  as  the  Proposed  Action. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  BLM  agrees  that  the  impacts  to 
wildlife  are  more  than  simply  the  surface  acres  impacted,  and  the 
DEIS  addresses  more  than  direct  habitat  distiu-bance  (see  DEIS 
Section  4.2.3).  Well  density,  indirect  effects,  and  surface 
distiurbance  are  all  related  impacts  to  wildlife  and  all  are 
addressed  in  this  EIS. 
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Comment  Response  4  -  There  is  no  "outright  conclusion  that  the 
No  Action  Alternative  would  not  be  a  viable  alternative"  in  the 
DEIS.  Rather,  the  various  legal  considerations  regarding  the 
choice  of  this  alternative  are  discussed  in  DEIS  Section  2.4.  The 
last  sentence  of  the  section  plainly  states  that  this  EIS  will  help 
determine  whether  the  proposed  project  meets  any  of  the 
conditions  that  would  allow  selection  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 

It  is  essential  to  recognize  that  no  action  does  not  mean  that  no 
oil  and  gas  development  activities  would  occur  on  federal  lands. 
Briefly,  the  principal  reasons  for  this  include  the  following. 

1.  No  action  means  a  continuation  of  existing 
management,  which  includes  continued  recovery  of  oil 
and  gas  resources  as  authorized  by  the  existing  RMPs. 

2.  Private  lands,  which  comprise  more  than  half  of  the 
CD/WIIPA,  would  likely  be  developed  regardless  of 
the  decision  issued  by  BLM  for  the  project,  and  would 
likely  result  in  the  drainage  of  federal  reserves.  This 
would  require  the  BLM  to  direct  the  lessee  to  drill 
and  produce  all  wells  necessary  to  protect  the  leased 
lands  from  drainage  pursuant  to  43  C.F.R.  3100. 

3.  All  federal  lands  withm  the  CD/WIIPA  have  been 
leased  for  oil  and  gas  production  or  are  available  for 
lease.  The  area  is  rated  as  suitable  for  gas  production 
in  the  GRRA  and  GDRA  RMPs,  and  accelerated 
development  of  the  area  has  been  proposed. 

4.  To  deny  all  oil  and  gas  activity  on  a  valid  lease  would 
constitute  a  breach  of  contract  of  an  Operator's  rights 
to  conduct  development  activities  on  the  leased  lands. 
Authority  for  complete  denial  can  be  granted  only  by 
Congress,  which  can  order  the  leases  forfeited  subject 
to  compensation.  The  BLM  can  oiJy  suspend  the 
lease  pursuant  to  Section  39  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
pending  consultation  with  the  Congress  for  a  grant  of 
authority  to  preclude  drilling  and  provide 
compensation  to  the  lessee. 

Again,  the  DEIS  does  not  preclude  a  decision  to  choose  the  No 
Action  Alternative;  rather,  it  provides  information  to  determine 
whether  such  a  decision  would  be  the  best  decision.  Every 
resource  is  evaluated  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  as  well  as 
under  the  Proposed  Action  and  other  action  alternatives. 

Comment  Response  5  -  The  BLM  will  consider  your  comment 
during  preparation  of  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Comment  Response  6  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  Wildlife 
Protection  Plan,  as  presented  in  DEIS  Appendix  D,  is  adequate 
to  monitor  the  wildlife  species  of  greatest  concern,  and  the 
species  most  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Area 
wildlife  monitoring  would  be  augmented  from  current  efforts  if 
the  project  is  authorized,  and  much  of  the  cost  would  be  paid  for 
by  Operators.  Furthermore,  in  the  event  that  substantive  adverse 
effects  are  noted  during  monitoring,  the  BLM  in  consultation 
with  other  agencies  (e.g.,  WGFD,  USFWS)  may  modify 
mitigation/protection  measures. 

Comment  Response  7  -  There  is  no  conclusive  evidence  that  oil 
and  gas  development  has  had  significant  impacts  to  big  game 
herds;  however,  the  DEIS  indicates  that  significant  indirect 


impacts  could  occur  to  big  game  herds  even  with  the 
implementation  of  standard  mitigation  measures  (see  DEIS 
Section  4.2.3.1).  Rather,  big  game  numbers  are  regulated 
primarily  by  natural  forces,  especially  the  weather,  and  by  harvest 
quotas  set  by  the  WGFD.  The  WGFD  currently  monitors  the 
big  game  herds  in  the  state  and  identifies  factors  that  may  be 
limiting.  Pronghorn  numbers,  for  instance,  vary  considerably 
from  year  to  year  and  can  usually  be  linked  to  climatic  conditions 
or  management  decisions.  Standard  mitigations  for  big  game 
would  be  implemented  regardless  of  monitoring  findings; 
however,  additional  mitigations  may  be  developed  and 
implemented  based  on  monitoring  results. 

Comment  Response  8  -  See  Comment  Response  6,  above.  The 
BLM  acknowledges  that  a  considerable  increase  in  the  level  of 
effort  would  be  required  for  implementation  of  the  Wildlife 
Protection  Plan;  however,  if  the  project  is  authorized,  the  BLM 
would  be  committed  to  plan  implementation.  Furthermore, 
because  of  the  anticipated  need  for  additional  financial  resources, 
a  Cooperative  Agreement  among  participants  (e.g.,  Operators, 
BLM,  USFWS)  is  bemg  prepared. 

Comment  Response  9  -  The  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on 
water  quaUty  are  considered  in  DEIS  Section  4.1.7.  All  impacts 
are  considered  and  mitigations  would  be  implemented. 

Comment  Response  10  -  The  determination  that  the  CD/WIIPA 
contains  576,300  acres  (as  modified  in  this  FEIS)  of  probable 
sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  in  the  Red  Desert  UGBMA  is  based 
on  the  best  information  available  to  the  BLM  and  WGFD.  If 
you  have  other  contradictory  data,  we  would  appreciate  receiving 
a  copy  of  it.  The  DEIS  does  discuss  the  impacts  of  noise  on 
sage  grouse  (see  DEIS  Section  4.2.3.2,  page  4-59);  however, 
precise  determinations  on  the  number  of  grouse  that  woxdd  be 
impacted,  or  the  resultant  impacts  on  sage  grouse  populations, 
are  difficult  to  estimate  accurately  because  such  relationships  are 
poorly  xmderstood.  The  BLM  will  require  reasonable  mitigation 
measures  believed  to  provide  adequate  protection  to  sage  grouse 
populations.  In  addition,  the  EIS  has  been  modified  such  that 
probable  sage  grouse  nesting  habitats  are  now  considered  as 
SRAs. 

Comment  Response  11  -  The  BLM  is  under  no  obligation  to 
prove  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  impact  the  Red 
Desert  pronghorn  population;  rather,  we  are  obligated  to  take  an 
objective  look  at  the  likely  impacts  to  pronghorn,  based  in  part 
on  the  impacts  to  the  species  from  similar  projects  in  Wyoming. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  oil  and  gas  projects  have  had 
significant  impacts  on  herd  imits,  and  the  BLM  believes  that  the 
proposed  project  would  not  jeopardize  the  herd's  long-term 
survival. 

Comment  Response  12  -  Impacts  to,  and  mitigation  for, 
moimtain  plover  are  adequately  discussed  in  Section  4.2.5  and 
D-2.3.2.3  of  die  EIS. 

Comment  Response  13  -  The  DEIS  states  that,  "In  general,  all 
prairie  dog  colonies  on  the  CD/WIIPA  would  be  avoided,  where 
practical."  No  black-tailed  prairie  dog  colonies  occur  on  the 
CD/WnPA. 
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7^.10.1      Letter  10  -  Moe  Morrow 

fiPPf^i^nvt    ^aoo  U^e-u^  O/"/^  <:i'as.^,^K>r' 


Letter  10  -  Moe  Morrow,  Page  3 


C3) 
J  do  fi^A^M  ^i^  /^r  ^i'  <}/>Arru/7xry 


Letter  10  -  Moe  Morrow,  Page  2 


/i/^/Z£   L/i('i'm&  Ji/,'/v  /Z/yf-py  ^^^ 


Letter  10  -  Moe  Morrow,  Attachment  1 


SWEmvATER  COUNTT  TOP  30  TAXPAYERS  ■  TAX  YEAR  1998 

COMPANY 

TAXES  PAID 

*  OF  TOTAL 

t.  Amoco  Produaion  «  Pip«l]n« 

7,a70,OSS.52 

2.   FMC 

1        7,iOS,291.iO 

'•5ei4H 

3.    UP  Roaurcn 

!        !,7e<,<92.i2 

7,2875% 

*.    Solviy  Mlii.r»li 

S        5,439,345.00 

<.I501« 

S.   CinmJ  OitmiCil  Corponilon 

S        4,424,494.20 

S.S2J9« 

<.   OCI 

I        4,422,749.50 

5.S498H 

7.   BrtdnrCoai                             '-          , 

S       4,408,798.28 

5.5523% 

8.   Piclflconi 

S        3.914,583.44 

4.929?* 

9.  TC  Sodi  Ajh,  Inc. 

S        2.959,344.52 

3.7249% 

10.  Wupro 

S       2,241.903.82 

2.8234% 

11.  Ttxjco 

S        1,924,009.80 

2.4230% 

12.    ObO(  on  D  Oai  PraducElan 

S         1,828.711.38 

2J0J0% 

13.    BUck  BoniCiul 

S        1.794.274.44 

2.25  94% 

14.  TBI  bslondon 

S        1,274,244.20 

1.4073% 

15.    IllalwPowtr 

I        1,138,745.00 

1:4341% 

U.    CtUlu  Intffy  Compjji, 

5           822,033.08 

1.0352% 

17.    UPlWInud 

S           749,740.80 

0.9494% 

18.   MinduxiOII 

S           739,582.44 

0.9314% 

19.   dutar  Plp«lhM 

%           494,354.28 

0.8770% 

20.    UMC  Pnolwin 

5           409,217.12 

0.7472% 

21.    CIC 

r- 

S           550,470.4B 

0.4932% 

22.   HS  Raoiiren 

1 

5           521,431.82 

0.4547% 

23.   lordarOII 

Q 

.    i 

5           490,444.40 

0.4179% 

24.    anmh  «  Dwiiht 

> 

g    p 

J           444,309.22 

0.5847% 

2S.    SF  Pbosoluiis 

HI 

~     IS 

S           457,470.48 

0.5741% 

24.    Abnxux  P«troliuni 

UJ 

i  S| 

J           452.221.34 

0.5491% 

it 

5           444,535.54 

0.5424% 

28.    inoo 

SI 

S           424,004.94 

0.5340% 

* 

29.    Himi  Oil 

5           340,412.00 

0.4440% 

30.   WIBiimi  Cu  PncBibf 

S           345,550.44 

0.4404% 

TOTAl. 

5     45,414,293:34 

82.3B2B% 

> 

TOTAl  TAXES  PAID  IN  WEfrWATE 

R  COUNTY 

I     79,401,274.44 

100.0000% 
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7.2.10.2  Letter  10  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS.  The 
information  you  have  provided  regarding  the  economic 
importance  of  energy  resources  to  Sweetwater  Coimty,  the  need 
for  clean  energy  sources,  and  the  success  of  multiple  use  of  the 
pubUc  lands  are  very  much  appreciated  and  have  been  considered 
during  preparation  of  this  EIS. 


Letter  11  -  Dermis  Brabec,  President,  People  for  the  USA, 
State  of  Wyoming,  Page  2 


not  just  Sweetwater  uid  Caiton  Counties,  as  well  as  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  in  genetvl 
and  the  FedenU  gtjvemnient. 

Once  again,  Wyoming  People  fbr  the  USA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  the  proposed  EIS.  The  oil  and  gas  industry  has  proven  extraction  of  mineral 
resources  is  accomplished  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner  fbr  the  good  of 
Wyoming,  its  residents  and  its  wildlife.  Wo  encourage  the  BLM  to  move  forward  with 
this  project  without  tuuiecessaiy  delay  fbr  the  economic  heslth  of  the  Slate. 


Ddtnis  Bn 
President  / 
Wyoming  People  for  the  US  A 


7^.11.1 


Letter  11  -  Dennis  Brabec,  President,  People  for 

the  USA,  State  of  Wyoming 

Dennis  J.  Brabec,  President        

People  for  the  USA 
State  of  WyomiDS 

P.O.  Box  41 
Big  Piney,  Wyoming  83113 


Home  (307)  276-3514   Woik  (307)  276-333  ^^.^ofiAuouA^GEUur 


June  22. 1999 


RECEIVED 


JUN  2  3  1999 


HAWllNS  FIELD  OFPICE 


Clu*  Miller 
Riwliiu  Field  Ofitce 
Bureau  of  Land  Managment 
Rawlini,  WY  82301-240? 


R£:   DRATF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

CONTINENTAL  DIVIDKWAMSUTTER  11  NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT 
SWCtTWATEK  AND  CARBON  COUNTIZS.  WY 


Dear  Mr.  Miller, 

Wyoming  People  fbr  the  USA  would  like  to  thank  you  fbr  the  oppottunity  to 
cornmcm  on  tbo  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  fbr  the  ContinenUl 
DivideAVamsuttar  11  Natural  Gu  Project  As  the  representative  for  numeroua  multiple 
uae  advocacy  groups  in  Wyoming,  we  have  a  strong  intBrest  in  the  outcome  of  the 
roanagemeat  of  any  public  lands  in  Wyoming. 

The  propoced  projeet  lo  drill  and  produce  a  maximum  of  3,000  wells  over  20 
yeara  is  keeping  with  the  overall  multiple  uie  aspects  of  the  area.  As  this  area  is  within 
the  checkerbosrd  of  Federal,  Private  and  Stiui  Land,  oil  and  gas  development  of  the  area 
will  contiiiue  r^cardless  ofFederal  approval.  It  is,  therefore,  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
Federal  lands  within  this  area  to  be  analyzed  and  appniwd  fiir  drilling  uiuler  the 
Proposed  Actnn. 

The  Opencon  have  agreed  to  extensive  mitigation  measures  which  are  ample  to 
alleviia  any  negative  environmental  nnpacts.  In  addition,  lite  specific  mitigation 
measures  vnxikl  also  be  imposed  on  the  Opsntoo. 

While  environmental  issues  an  extremely  important,  the  economic  aspects  of  the 
proposed  projea  are  of  significant  importance  to  the  Area  and  Wyoming.  Ttw  work  that 
would  be  gencnted  by  the  driUtDg  of  these  wells  is  crrticai  to  the  bcahh  of  numerous  oil 
and  gu  service  related  companies.  These  companiei  are  important  to  the  economics 
well-being  of  oonuminitiea  on  i^ch  they  reside. 

Due  tottx  nnicture  and  the  distribution  of  fbdffal  rayaMea  and  taxes  in 
Wyoming,  federal  revenues  play  a  key  role  in  the  survival  of  the  countiea,  schools  and 
other  govemmentxJ  sgencies  in  the  state.  The  economic  bene6t  of  the  propoied  driUtog 
Aatiid  be  changed  to  reflect  those  benefltx  are  applicable  to  all  comrounhies  in  the  Hate. 


7.2.11.2  Letter  11  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7J.12.1      Letter  12  -  T.D.  Latham,  Willies  Dirt  Service, 
Inc. 
Willies  Dirt  Service,  Inc. 

PO  Box  71 

Wamsutter,  Wy.  82336 

307-324-7412 


ii§C£iv|p 

JUN  2  3  B9g 


'::S^m^H 


June  20. 19W 

Clare  Miller 
R^wliiu  Field  OfHce 
Bureau  of  Land  Mvugement 
PO  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  Wy.  82301 

RelDraft  Eovirxnuneotai  Impaa  Statement 

Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  NamnI  Caa  Project 
Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  WY 

Dear  Mr,  Miller, 

We  of  Willies  Dirt  Service,  Inc.  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Contineotai  DrvideAVamsutter  n 
Naniral  Gas  Project.  As  a  member  of  the  Southwest  Wyoming  Mineral  Association,  we 
have  a  strong  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  management  of  any  public  land  in  Wytraiing  , 

The  proposed  project  to  diill  and  prtxiuce  a  maximum  of  3,000  wells  over  20  yeara  is  in 
keeping  with  the  overall  multiple  use  aspects  of  the  area.  As  this  area  is  with  in  the 
checkerboard  of  Federal,  Private  and  State  land,  oil  and  gas  development  of  the  area  will 
continue  regardless  of  Federal  approval.  It  is,  therefore,  in  the  best  interest  of  the  FodenU 
lands  within  this  area  to  be  analyzed  and  approved  for  drilling  imder  the  Proposed 
Action. 

The  Operators  have  agreed  to  extensive  mitigation  measures,  which  are  ample  to  alleviate 
any  negative  envinHimental  impacts.  In  addition,  site  specific  mitigation  measures  would 
also  be  imposed  on  the  Operators. 

While  environmental  issues  are  eoctremely  important,  the  econotnic  aspects  of  the 
proposed  project  Su*  outweigh  the  envircmmentaJ  concema.  The  work  that  would  be 
generated  by  the  drilling  of  these  wells  is  critical  to  the  health  of  numerous  oil  and  gas 
service  related  companies.  These  companies  are  important  to  the  economic  well  b«ng  of 
the  communities  in  which  they  reside. 

Due  to  the  tax  structure  and  the  dlstnbution  of  fisderal  royahies  and  taxes  in  Wyoming, 
federal  revenues  play  a  key  role  in  the  survival  of  the  counties,  schools  and  other 


7.2.12.2   Letter  12  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Letter  12  -  T.D.  Latham,  Willies  Dkl  Service,  Inc.,  Page  2 


governmental  agencies  the  state.  The  economic  benefit  of  the  proposed  drilling  should  be 
changed  to  reflect  that  those  benefits  are  applicable  to  all  communities  in  the  state,  not 
juit  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  as  well  as  to  the  Stale  of  Wyommg  in  general  and 
the  Federal  government 

Once  again,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  commem  on  the  prtjposed  EIS  Jt  is  our 
belief  that  the  oil  and  gas  industry  has  proven  that  extraction  of  mineral  i«sources  can  be, 
and  ii,  accomplished  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner  for  the  good  of  Wyotning,  its 
raident  and  its  wildlife.  We  encourage  die  BLM  to  move  forward  with  dlis  project 
without  unnecessary  delay  for  the  economic  health  of  the  State. 

Respectfully, 


TD  Latham 

Willies  Din  Service,  Inc. 


72.13.1     Letter  13  -  Jay  R.  Anderson,  Schmid  Oilfield 
Services,  Inc. 

3     SCHMID  OILFIELD  SERVICES,  INC. 

LlBante  I307)3B6-260S        KockSprlnflS  (307)  382-7618       Evinnon  (307)  7B94323 


Mr.  aara  Mkir 
Rawilrw  Flald  omct 
Bum»u  o<  Und  Manigimant 
Rcwttnt,  Wy  82301-2407 


Drift  Envlnnmvnttl  Impact  Statomim 
Contkwntil  DMdft/Warrwuttv  II  Katural 
Qm  Prgfact  -  SwHtwatar  and  Cvtxm 
Coundn.  WyonitRB 


I  would  Dka  to  txpTMs  my  suppott  tor  th«  luBiaet  pn3f«±  ThJarsprtMntiinlmportwilpniactfor 
aartn\  Wyoming  and  oiw  that  hn  rttany  posmw  bmntOa  auodatad  with  iL 

My  urxlcntsndlng  la  ttiai  tha  capttoncd  prt^act  ancompauM  Iha  poaitbBtty  or  drSUrg  and 
pTDduong  3.000  wdia  over  a  20  yaar  tima  partod  Feoaral  govamnwit  appnval  to  driB  on  fadarml 
lands  auodatad  witti  thta  davolopmeflt  'm  otticaJ  in  tadUtattng  trw  prograas  at  this  prc^aa 
Substantial  •eaflomic  gain  bs  th«  stata  of  Wyoming  can  and  wfU  socrua  from  ttM  davalopmant 
Invotvwj.  SoMd  pvnng  iobs.  with  long  tamf  aoonomic  stabHity  to  tha  communUas  and  lamUas 
eiractry  Invotvad.  an  obvious  prafact  banaflti.  EquaRy  twwfldal  ti  tha  booat  tNa  typa  of  pio^ 
(MDvidsa  to  tha  swica  support  IndUHtrtcL  Expanding  Aa  tax  baaa  and  Incraaakig  tax  paymama 
for  ETw  scnoollns  of  our  chlldrvn  la  anotfiar  addad  banaftt  mat  can  not  ba  ovartookod— partlcularty 
ywan  tha  cunanl  financial  condlbon  tti«  stats  oT  Wyoming  la  m. 

Wa  ira  a  waUfMd  aa>vica  support  company.  Wa  hav«  sMn  (hat  hand  Dm  axtanslva  aflorti  that 
Oparators  unoanaka  ID  prasaraa  tha  arrvironmant  wttis  pursuing  oU  and  gaa  davaupmartta.  Wa 
ar«  convMioad  that  patrataum  davatopmant  can  occur  wMhout  ftanntrfg  natthar  tha  anvtronmant 
nor  tha  wSdUa. 

I  aneeuraga  tha  BLM  to  mova  IbnMnj  with  approval  tar  (his  protad  as  axpadMoualy  aa  Is 
poaalbia.  I  baOava  that  this  !•  a  good  daal  tor  (ha  local  oommunlttas,  Iha  stata  of  Wyonmg  and 
""""^ salawartlnglhiatypao(actMty. 


RaspactMy, 


I  Mfk.A 


I       J    ( 


RECEIVED 


AN  23  B99 


aasnn 
W)o.im3 


7-37 


7.2.13.2   Letter  13  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7.2.14.2   Letter  14  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoin  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


12.14.1     Letter  14  -  Lyie  E.  Woelich 


Lyl«  E.  Woaltch 
1110  Kantiicky 
GrMnRivtr.  WY  82935 


Mr.  CljrB  MlUcr 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  2407 
R«wiiiu.WY  82301-2407 

Re:    Draft  EavtrDnmeatal  Imput  Statement 

Continental  Divide/Womsutter  H  Natuml  Gas  Project 

DearMr.MiUer. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opporttmity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsuner  Natural  gas  project  As  you  an  aware  this  ii  a 
very  in^mnant  iuue  that  demands  careful  considetatioa.  As  other  iuues  continue  to  surface,  it 
must  be  remembered  thai  needs  of  the  many  must  outweigh  the  needs  of  the  few.  The  proposed 
project  has  suffered  scrutiny  &om  various  groups  anempting  to  sway  the  outcome  in  their  ftvor. 
While  their  motives  are  honorable,  they  have  a  very  narrow  focus  that  does  not  ivor  all 
concerns. 

Thu  project  is  very  import«nt  not  only  to  the  people  of  southwest  Wyoming,  but  also  to  the 
nation  in  general,  keeping  with  die  administrilions  declared  "ftiel  of  choice".  The  petroleum 
industiy  has  successfully  dtilled  and  completed  many  gas  wells  in  the  Wamautter  and 
■urraoodiiig  atea  with  tainimal  environmental  impact.  Stringent  mitigation  cneasures  are  already 
in  place  to  olieviats  any  negative  in^Mcis  to  the  environment  or  mldliie. 

I  eneounge  tfao  Bmeau  to  move  fbnwd  with  approving  the  project  for  ftill  field  development 
without  further  delay. 


Ropectftilly  Si^imitted, 
LyME.Wodich 


RECEIVED 
JUN  23  ra    I 


BUnEAU  OF  LANO  VMiAGZHGtT 
HAWLiNS  FIELDOFFICE 


7J.15.1     Letter  IS  -  Sally  Pedersen,  Rocky  Mountain 
Casing  Crews,  Inc. 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN 


CASING  CREWS  INC. 

P.O.  Box  3029   Rocic  Sprtngi,  WY  B2902 
(307)342-70M   Fax  (307)  342- 1890 


Jun*  22,  1999 


iitCEIVEp 

JUN23B99 


Clare  Millar 
RawOns  Raid  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 

RE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

CONTINENTAL  DMDE/WAMSUTTER  II  NATURAL  GAS  PROJECT 


We  at  Rocky  Mountain  Casing  Crews,  Inc.  are  urging  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  tc  approve  ma  ConUnenUI  DIvida/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas 
Project. 

In  reviewing  the  dmll  EIS  and  attending  the  maetinga  we  feel  that  all  apprapriate 
measures  have  baen  taicsn.  It  is  obvious  that  sir  quality,  wiidBfe  and  land  use 
laaues  have  twen  thoroughly  reviewed  and  all  parties  could  and  will  beneUt  from 
thiaprpjocL 

Wa  greatly  appreciate  your  time  and  considafation  In  this  extremely  important 
Isaue  that  not  only  effects  the  Buroau  of  Land  Management  but  also  the  many 
companies  in  the  surrounding  eaunlias.  the  prqea  Is  also  beneficial  to  the  towns, 
county  and  atats  tax  bases  that  is  dethmentai  to  our  educational  quality  whare 
the  majority  of  the  taxes  are  used. 

Sincerely, 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  CASINO 

CREWS,  INC 


/^^2^idiyy&£l^-^U^ 


SALLY  PEDERSEN 
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7.2.15.2   Letter  15  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Letter  16  -  Larry  DiBrito,  Page  2 

(^■•i\d\jb.A 

i    i                    i 
1    ''S^~  iS  nut.    ' 

DBSe^T 

fi^DO&B.      7^li"t-' 

D  Si/BLE&      /°/-*y    Cy.^ou'^o 

>^ll^    yyO'^E^-f        As     Pr      fh^"'^ 

k/fd^'i^i^     (^al-^i-        TO    ee     a-'^e.     H i/t^s 

VUSfE         L.»^e     0  1=         O"-    <•"=  i- " -f -S/        «-*S     If  11  i-t-S 

r.     cen-i.     -*if-.-/BS        fi~-s    ^^i^Ki       i-^     *   i-of    u /=■ 

/'Mri         Of      -tH^      SffiTE      O'UST     e^is 

ey      0-^B.     - 

f^p:'^^n.A^  -^^  CtiiyCQ . 

. 

RECEIVED 

mi%m 

°>"t«U  Of  LUJO  HANW3EUENT 
R»«UNS  FIELD  OFFICE 

72.16.1     Letter  16  -  Larry  DiBrito 


RECEIVED 


JUM  25B99 


BUflEALi'OF  UkND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLWa  FIELD  OFFICE 


.  k/^s^n- .  H/ovi^    ifas*"^     li^ rue     tiitufi&A — «-fi   o '- 

i-'-.'Si       fHc'lL/fiej     r     ■  fi'-f'SS     CUT  tMK       /-^»/i. 

I  ft<'«     yo  f      G^^'      5  £■.£      Cc'yt^i^c-  /U^     So    y^'iieS 
ik/Se-r  iiyt-TBi*    c.ou'^ty      .KSt^s       izi  it^-y 


^■^'cs^'-i'rp-M 


PRcm        fts 


cftrr'-e.     QM-nai"    olua     SfO'-'K 


™*t^iSi^^3^-rA       tf*=  ©vss^  luirs^ 


7.2.16.2  Letter  16  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
Please  also  refer  to  FEIS  Section  7.2.2.2,  Comment  Response  1. 
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7^.17.1     Letter  17  -  Larry  DiBrito 


RECEIVED 
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12.112  Letter  17  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
Please  also  refer  to  FEIS  Section  7.2.2.2,  Comment  Response  1. 
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12.V&.1     Letter  18  -  T.N.  Tipton,  Marathon  Oil  Company 


/lutv  Marathon 
(JZ&)OIICompa 


Company 


T.  N.  fTlm)  Tipton 
Prgduellon  Mannar 
Rocky  Mountain  Aagion 


T601  Stampada  Avanua 
Cody,  WY  82414.4721 
TaMpKona  a07/U7.4Hi 


Ilmc23, 1999 


RECEIVED 


JUN  281999 


BUREAU  OF  UNO  HANAQEMEHT 
RAWLINS  FIEt.D  QFRCE 


Clara  Miller 

Kawlina  Field  Oflitx 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Bra  2407 

Rawlini,  Wyoming  S2301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

Marathon  Oil  Company  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Continental  Divide  /  Witinsutter  H  Draft  Enviionmental  Impact  Statement  Upon  review  of  the 
Document,  it  is  apparent  that  the  items  brought  forth  during  the  Scoping  Phase,  along  with 
additional  concerns  have  been  addrtssed. 

Maiathon  Oil  Company  is  "IN  SUPPORT"  of  the  Propoied  Acdon  of  Fall  Development  as 

lepiesented  in  the  DrmA  Document  Upon  review  of  the  Impacts  by  Environmental  Resource, 
Marathon  submits  the  following  cotrunents: 

1.  AiRQUALrry 

A-  Increase  in  Criteria  and  Hazardous  Air  Pollutant  Emissions  -  Maiathon  is  in  agreement 
of  the  Insignificant  Dctemiination  for  the  Proposed  Action  as  long  as  compliance  with 
State  and  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  are  mauitained.  The  Mitigation 
Measures  of  obtaining  all  applicable  air  pollutant  emission  permits,  limiting  compressor 
Nox  emissions,  and  controlling  higitive  dust  during  construction  with  suppressants  when 
needed,  can  be  perfinmed  by  Industry. 

B.  Air  Quality  Related  Values  "just-noticeable  change"  Threshold  -  Maradion  is  in 
agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Detennination  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

C.  Air  Quality  Related  Values  -  visibility  impacts  USPS  •  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
InsigniScant  Detennination  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

D.  Air  Quality  Related  Values  -  atmosphoic  deposidon  ( acid  rain)  -  Marathon  is  in 
agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Debennmation  ibr  the  Plopoaed  Action. 

Tha  Air  Quality  Modeling  that  was  perfoimed  by  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Team 
represented  the  utmost  of  technological  elements  in  its  mettwds  offset  gathering  and  final 
detemiinations.  The  issuance  of  Draft  EIS  was  postponed  for  numeroos  months  awaiting  the 
Modeling  results.  Hopefully,  the  waiting  period  associated  with  the  Modeling  Analysis  will 
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prove  beneficial  in  avoiding  future  delays,  since  the  reported  findings  appear  to  be  accurate  and 
true. 

2.  TOPOGRAPHY  /  PHYSIOGRAPHY 

A.  Cuts  and  Fills  at  Well  Locations  and  Along  Roads  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of 
avoiding  prominent  features  and  areas  of  high  erosional  potential  and  adhering  to  the 
Transportation  Planning  Guidelines  can  be  mot  by  Industry. 

B.  Altcradon  of  Surface  Drainages  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant 
Deiermination  for  the  Proposed  Acdon.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  avoiding  drainages 
where  posaible.  re-establishment,  reclamation,  and  monitoring  of  impacted  drainages, 
designing  of  roads  and  appropriate  culverts,  and  the  acquisition  of  necessary  Section  404 
Permits  can  be  met  by  Industry. 

3.  MINERALS  /  GAS  Am>  OIL 

A  Depiction  of  Gas  and  Condensate  Reserves  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Significant 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  main  thrust  of  this  NEPA  Procedure  is  to 
develop  a  document  that  can  be  followed  in  order  to  extract  the  gas  and  condensaie  to  its 
non-economic  level  of  extraction,  without  waste.  If  the  No  Action  Alternative  is 
followed.  Significant  economic  impacts  will  result.  These  will  include:  violation  of  lease 
agreements,  loss  of  Federal  Royalties,  and  loss  of  monies  to  the  Slate  and  Local 
Governments. 

B.  Depletion  of  Aggregaie  Sources  for  Road  and  Facihly  Site  Surfacing  -  Marathon  is  in 
agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action  because  additional 
sources  would  be  identified- 

C.  Localized  Temporary  Loss  of  Access  to  Other  Mineral  Resources  -  Marathon  is  in 
agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Gas  extraction  is 
and  would  become  more  prevalent  The  Mitigation  Measure  of  avoiding  funire  mine  / 
quarry  sites,  If  known  in  advance,  could  be  followed  by  industry  where  practical. 

4.    GEOLOGIC  HAZARDS 

A  Flood  Damage  to  Pipelines  and  Facilities  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant 
I>eterminfttion  for  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition  to  the  Mitigation  Measures  of 
avoidance  of  floodplains  and  flood-prone  areas,  where  possible,  if  drainages  have  to  be 
crossed,  they  will  be  crossed  at  the  perpendicular. 

IB.  Reactivation  of  Stabilized  Dunes  Due  to  Ground  Cover  Removal,  Inadequate 
Reclamation  -  Marathon  is  in  Disagrtement  of  the  Proposed  Action  finding  of 
SiguificanL  If  the  Mitigation  Measures  of  "Avoidance  of  dunes  where  possible; 
appropriate  and  timely  reclamation,  erosion  control,  and  revojctation;  adherence  to 
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"adherence  to  spill  prevention  and  control  countertneasure  plans,  and  other  applicable 
local,  state,  and  Federal  rules  and  rtgulations"  can  be  fiallowed  by  industry. 

ID.  Reactivation  of  Stabilized  Sand  Dunes  Due  to  Ground  Cover  Removal  and  Inadequate 
Reclamation  -  Marathon  is  in  Disagreement  of  the  Proposed  Action  finding  of 
Significant.  If  ihs  Mitigation  Measures  of  "adherence  to  reclamation  guidelines  and 
prompt  rcvegetarion  to  re-eatabltsh  sand  dunes"  is  followed,  along  with  avoidance,  the 
Proposed  Action  should  prove  Insigniflcnnt. 
E.  Mobilization  of  Potentially  Toxic  elements  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measure  of 
"application  oferosion  control,  soil  stabilization,  and  reclamation  measures"  can  be 
followed  by  indushy. 

7.     SURFACE  WATER  RESOITRCES 

A  Increased  Turbidity,  Salinity,  and  Sedimentation  of  Surface  Waters  Due  to  RunofF 
From  Disturbed  Areas  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  Mitigation  Measures  addressing  the  use  of  appropriate  erosion 
and  sedimentation  conmil  techniques  can  be  followed  by  industry.  Also,  where  more 
than  five  acres  are  disturbed.  Storm  Water  Discharge  Permits  will  be  acquired. 

B.  Loss  of  Proper  Functioning  Condition;  Decreased  Conditions  in  Functioning  At-Risk 
Drainages  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Significant  Determination  for  the  Proposed 
Action  when  Antelope/Bitter  Creek  is  involved.  Here  avoidance  could  change  this 
Determination  to  Insignificant. 

C.  Contamination  of  Surface  Waton  From  Accidental  Hazardous  Material  Spills  - 
Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  Mitigation  Measure  of  following  the  SPCC  Plans  can  be  adhered  to  by  industry. 

D.  Surface  Water  Depletions  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

E.  Contamination  of  Surface  Waters  From  Discharge  of  Unsuitable  Quality  Produced 
Water  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  Mitigation  Measure  of  "appropriate  disposal  of  poor  quality  produced 
water;  adherence  to  NPDES  pennit  requirements"  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

8.     GROUND  WATER  RESOURCES 

A  Contamination  of  Ground  Water  From  Discharge  of  Produced  Water,  Accidental 
Hazardous  Meierial  Spills,  and/or  Cross  Aquifer  Mixing  Through  Weil  Bores  - 
Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  die  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action. 
The  Mitigation  Measures  of  "appnjpriate  containment  of  materials;  adherence  to 
SPCC  plans  and  adherence  to  drilling  and  casing  requirements  can  be  followed  by 
indushy. 

B.  Reduced  Ground  Water  Availability  From  Wididrawal  of  Drilling  Water  -  Marathon  is 
in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  Recharging  of 
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^  I     project-  atid  lite-specific  reclamation  guidelines;  reclamation  success  monitoring"  are 
■  1      followed,  then  the  Significant  finding  should  be  changed  to  InsigatficaaL 

C.  Earthquake  Damage  to  Pipelines  and  Facilities  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
insignificant  Determination  for  die  Proposed  Action.  As  stated,  this  is  due  to  the  low 
potential  for  earthquakes.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  during  the  past  25  years  of  gas 
producing  activities  in  *e  arra  of  concern,  No  equipment  damage  has  occurred  due  to 
earthquakes. 

D.  Land  Slides  and  Slumping  at  Construction  Sites  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Determination  for  ftc  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of 
"avoidance  of  unstable  areas  where  possible,  impropriate  and  timely  reclamation  and 
erosion  contror  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

E.  Mobilization  of  Radioactive  Materials  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  die 
Insignificant  Determination  for  Ac  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of 
"appropriate  containment,  dispowl,  and  monitoring  of  drill  cuttings"  can  be  followed  by 
industry. 

5.  PALEONTOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

A  Disturbance  /  Destruction  of  Important  Fossils  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Determination  for  tiie  Proposed  Action. 

B.  Lost  of  Important  Fossil  Materials  Due  to  Private  Collection  or  Vandalinn  -  Marathon  it 
in  agreement  of  die  Insignificant  Detmnmalion  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  Mitigation  Measures,  addressing  die  wo  above  ilenu,  "avoidance,  recovery,  and/or 
momtoring  as  detennined  during  the  preconstruction  BLM  palconto  logical  surveys"  can  be 
followed  by  industry. 

C.  Diacovay  of  Previously  Unknown  Fossils  -  Marathon  is  m  agreement  of  the  Beneficial 
Detennination  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

6.  SOILS 

A  Diamrtjance  and  Eroaiooa!  Lois  ofSoils  During  Vegetation  Strippping,Topsoil 

Salvaging  and  Stockpiling,  and  Cui-and-Fill  Operationi  •  Marathon  ia  in  agreement  of 
the  Insignificant  Detennination  for  the  Propoied  ActioiL 

B.  Soil  Conqwction  and  Decreased  Productivity -Manthonia  in  agreement  of  the 
loiiStuficant  Detemiinition  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  Mitigation  Measures,  addressing  the  two  above  items,  specifying  avoidance  of  enwion  prone 
■rest  and  utilizing  erosional  control  techniqnes  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

C.  Contamination  Due  to  Accidenti]  Hazardous  Material  Spills  •  Maraifaaa  is  in  agreement 
of  the  Iniigmficant  Determination  for  tiie  Propoied  Action.  The  Mitigation  Meamiro  of 
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the  aqutfera  would  take  place  once  drilling  is  completed. 

9.      NOISE 

A  Increased  Noise  Levels  Near  Residences  and  Within  Crucial  Wildlife  Habitats  During 
Crucial  Periods  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Generally  Insignificam 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  avoidance  of 
residences  and  no  drilling  or  constroction  activities  within  crucial  wildlife  habitat 
during  crucial  periods  along  with  equipment  mufQer  use  and  education  of  employees 
can  be  followel  by  industry. 


A  Presence  of  Offensive  Odors  Associated  with  Drilling  and  Production  Operations  and 
Proximal  to  Facilities  and  Roads  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  regular  equipment 
ouintenance  and  avoidance  of  residential  areas  where  practical  can  be  followed  by 
industry. 

n.      VEGETATION 

A.  Removal  of  Vegetation  -  Marathon  is  in  agreemeoi  of  the  Insignificant  Detomination 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  addressing  reclamation  can  be 
followed  by  industry. 

B.  Changes  in  Vegetation  Diversity  Following  Reclamation  and  Potential  Weed 
Infeatigation  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the 
Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  weed  control  and  revegetative 
procedures  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

C-  Oinurbance  ofWetlands  and  Riparian  Areas- Marathon  ia  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Detcirainatioo  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of 
avoidance  and  obtaining  Section  404  Pemuls  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

D.  Reolimation  Unsuccessful  After  Five  Yean  -  Disturbance  of  Wetlands  and  Riparian 
Areas  -  Moradion  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed 
Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  adherence  to  project-  and  site-specific 
teclamation  along  with  monitoring  of  success  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

IE.  Reactivation  of  Dunal  Areas  Due  to  Removal  of  Vegetation  •  Marathon  ii  in 
Disagmmciit  of  the  Proposed  Action  findingofSignificant.  If  theMhigation 
Measures  of  "adherence  to  site-specific  reclamation  success  and  monitoring 
guidelines"  are  followed,  along  with  Kvoidance,  1he  Proposed  Action  should  prove 
InsigDiflcast 

12.     WILDUFE 


I 
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A.  Lois  ofBig  Game  Cniciai  Habitat  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  DeterminatiaD  for  the  Propoacd  Acaou.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of 
minimizing  project  activities  in  these  areas  along  with  avoidance  during  crucial 
winter  range  time  periods  can  be  followed  by  industry. 

B.  X^ss  of  Sage  Grouse  Productivity  -  Maralhon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of 
"Minimize  project  activities  in  breeding  and  nesciog  areas;  appropriate  reclamation 
with  shrub  species;  and  employee  education"  can  be  followed  by  indusity. 

C.  Loss  of  Raptor  Productivity  -  Marathon  is  in  Disagreement  of  the  Significant 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Actioa.  If  the  Mitigation  Measures  of  avoidance  of 
nesting  areas  dimng  crucial  periods  and  the  use  of  artl£cial  nesting  structures  as 
spproprioic.  are  followed,  then  the  Determination  should  be  Insignificant. 

D.  Indirect  Disturbance  -  Marathon  is  in  Disagreement  of  the  Significant 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  If  the  Mitigation  Measures  of  avoidance  of 
eonsiiucuon  and  other  activities  within  crucial  habitats  during  crucial  periods  are 
followed,  then  the  Determination  should  be  Insignificant. 

E.  Increased  Wildlife  Mortality  From  Activities  of  Man  -  Marathon  ia  in  agreement  of 
the  Insignificant  Deiermination  for  the  Proposed  Acdoa  The  Mitigation  Measures 
addressing  road  design,  containment  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials,  pit  security, 
and  adherence  to  the  Transportation  Planning  Guidelines  con  be  followed  by  industry. 

F.  Overall  Wildlife  Habitat  Degradation  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insigitificant 
Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  addressing  erosion 
control,  timely  reclamation,  reclamation  monitoring,  containment,  disposal  of 
hazardous  cnaterial,  and  avoidance  of  crucial  areas  during  crucial  time  periods  can  be 
followed  by  industry. 

13.  WILD  HORSES 

A.  Wild  Horse  Displacement  or  Mortaiity  Due  to  Habitat  Loss  or  Other  Activities  of 
Man;  Loss  of  Forage  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Detormination 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  timely  revegetation,  and 
adherence  to  reclamation  and  tmtsportation  planning  guidelines  can  be  foUowod  by 
industry. 

14.  TREATENED,  ENDANGERED,  AND  SENSITIVE  SPECIES 

A.  Mortality  or  Disturbance  of  any  Listed  or  Candidate  T&E  Species  or  Distutbance  of 
Crucial  Habitat  &r  Listed  and  Candidate  Species  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of 
the  Insignificant  /  No  Adverse  Effects  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
Mitigation  Measures  to  minimize  h^itat  distiutances,  avoiding  prairie  dog  colonies, 
conducting  Black-footed  Ferret  surveys  as  necessary,  compliance  with  USFWS 
protection  measures,  and  timely  rcclamatian  of  disturbed  areas  can  be  followed  by 
industry. 
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LAND  USE 


A.  Reduction  of  AUMs  for  Livestock,  Wild  Hones,  and  Wildlife  -  Marathon  is  in 
agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Deierrainauon  of  the  Proposed  ActionThe  Mitigation 
Measures  addressing  timely  reclamation  and  coordination  with  ranching  opwrations 
can  be  followed  by  industry. 

B.  Road  Failure  /  TrafBc  -  Marattmn  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insigruficant  Determination 
of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  constructing  and  maintaining 
roads  to  BLM  standards  con  be  followed  by  industry. 

C.  Displacement  of  Rural  Residents  -  Marathon  is  in  Diaagreerneat  of  the  Sigtnficant 
Determination  of  the  Proposed  Action.  If  the  Mitigation  Measures  addressing  the 
proximity  of  facilities  to  residential  areas  of  concern  are  followed,  the  Determination 
should  be  Insigniflcaat. 

D.  Changes  in  Character  and  Recreational  Uses  of  the  Area  Due  to  Constniciiot:, 
Presence  of  Facilities,  Noise,  Dust,  Odor,  and  Increased  Human  Activities  -  Marathon 
is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Detcnnination  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The 
Mitigation  Measures  addressing  the  use  of  equipment  mufflers;  minimizing 
disnirbance  areas,  appropriate  and  timely  reclamation,  and  employee  education  can 
be  followed  by  industry. 

E.  Infiingement  on  Prior  Rights  •  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant 
Determination  of  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  addressing 
cooperation  of  existing  Rights-of- Way  owners,  coordinatiog  construction  efforts, 
and  restriction  of  developmem  in  proximity  to  residennel  areas  can  be  followed  by 
industry. 

18.  VISUAL  RESOURCES 

A    Modification  in  tiie  Basic  Elements  of  Visual  Resources  by  Presence  of  Facilities 
and  Equrpmeni  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Significant  Determination  of  the 
Proposed  Action.  However,  by  following  the  Mitigation  Measures  of  painting 
fiicilitiea  with  Standard  Environmental  Colors  to  blend  with  the  surroundings  and 
timely  reclamatiott,  the  presence  of  facilities  will  have  less  of  an  impact 

19.  HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL 

A.    Soil,  Surface  Water,  and  Ground  Water  Contaminadon  and  Wildlife  Expoaure  - 
Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  of  the  PrqxMcd 
Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  addressing  SPCC  Plans,  the  netting  and  feocing  of 
pits,  the  monitoring,  containment,  and  proper  disposal  of  potcmially  hazaidoua 
materials  can  be  followed  by  industry. 
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Clare  MUler 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

June  23, 1999 

Page? 


B.  Reduction  in  Other  Sensitive  Species  and/or  Species  of  Concern  Due  to  Mortality 
or  Habitat  Removal  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  of  conducting  Predistuiijance 
lurveys  and  avoidance  of  habitats  of  poteoiial  occuneoce  where  pouible  can  be 
followed  by  industry. 

15.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

A  Disturbance  /  Destruction  of  Important  Sites  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of 

the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measures  es 
stated  are  presently  being  utilized  as  everyday  work  practices  by  industry. 

B.  Loss  of  Important  Cultural  Materials  Due  to  Private  Collection  or  Vindaliim  - 
Maralhon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Deteimination  for  the  Propoaod  Action. 
The  Mitigation  Measure  of  imposing  disciplinary  action  for  vandalism  and  illegal 
collection  is  currently  being  utilized  under  present  laws  addressing  cultural  material. 

C.  Disturbance  of  Important  Native  American  Religious  or  Culturally  Significant  Sites- 
Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination  for  the  Proposed 
Action.  If  sites  are  encountered,  the  Mitigation  Measure  addressing  Consultation  and 
cDOFdination  with  the  Native  American  Tribes  can  be  followed  by  industry.  Presently, 
this  measure  is  being  utilized  in  normal  operating  procedumL 

16.  SOCIOECONOMICS 

A.  Increase  in  Population  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the  Insignificant  Determination 
for  the  Proposed  Action.  It  is  anticipated  that  local  personnel  will  be  hired  for  the 
jobs  that  are  created  during  the  Life  of  the  Project. 

B.  Increase  in  Demand  for  Temporary  Housing  -  Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Deteimination  for  the  Proposed  Action  due  to  the  numerous  vacancies 
that  presendy  exist  as  shown  by  the  numerous  For  Sale  Signs  on  Rawlins'  homes. 

C.  Increase  for  Demand  for  Local  Govemment  Facilities  or  Services  •  Maralhon  is  in 
agreement  of  the  Iiuignificant  DeteiminadDn  for  the  Proposed  Action.  With  the 
increase  of  revenues  generated  for  the  local  government,  &cilities  and  lervices  can 
be  expanded  to  meet  the  needs  as  they  occur. 

Diiruption  or  Change  of  Character  of  Conmiumties  •  Marathon  is  in  Disagreement 
of  the  Significant  Detemunation  of  the  Proposed  Action.  If  the  Mitigation  Measures 
addrcsiing  the  pimtimi^  of  fiicilities  to  residsntial  areas  of  coocem  ore  followed,  the 
Detaminatioo  should  be  Insignlflcant. 

£.  Increase  in  Tax  Revenue  and  Royalties  and  Stimulation  of  Local  Bconomy- 

Montiion  ia  in  agioamcnt  of  the  Significant  Determination  for  the  Pn^wied  Actioa 
The  revenues  generated  will  be  a  great  benefit  to  the  connnunitiea. 

F.  IiuTease  of  Tnf!ic  and  Degradation  of  Roads -Marathon  is  in  agreement  of  the 
Insignificant  Detenninaiion  of  the  Propned  Action.  The  Mitigation  Measure  of 
utilizing  the  Tnoqionation  Plan  can  be  followed  by  industry. 


Letter  18  -  T.N.  Tipton,  Marathon  Oil  Company,  Page  9 


Clare  Miller 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

June  23, 1999 

Page  9 


The  issuance  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  authorizing  tiie  Proposed  Action  of 
Full  Development  is  essential  to  the  State  of  Wyoming,  the  Federal  Government,  the  Local 
Communities,  and  Industry.  The  developnneni  of  the  gas  reserves  in  this  area  has  been  placed  on 
hold  for  years  while  this  EIS  has  been  coitrpiled.  It  is  imperative  that  the  Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  ±ai  some  gas  development  can  take  place  this  year.  If 
this  does  not  occur,  wildlife  timing  snpuiatioos  will  be  upon  us  and  some  areas  will  be  ofif-Umits 
for  development  until  the  summer  of  2000. 

Sincerely, 

MARATHON  OIL  COMPANY 


J^ 


T.  N.  (Tim) Tipton 
Production  Manager 
Roclcy  Mountain  Region 
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7.2.18.2   Letter  18  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  agrees  that  suggested 
mitigation  measures  would  Ukely  avoid  the  reactivization  of 
stabilized  dunes  due  to  groimd  cover  removal;  however,  we  do 
beheve  that  such  reactivation  is  possible  under  certain  adverse 
conditions  and,  therefore,  have  taken  the  conservative  view  that 
under  such  conditions  significant  impacts  could  occur.  The  BLM 
would  ensure  that  the  project  is  implemented  in  such  a  way  as  to 
avoid  most  if  not  all  significant  impacts,  and  we  are  confident 
that  the  Operators  would  do  the  same. 

Comment  Response  2  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  1, 
above. 


Comment  Response  3 
above. 


Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  1, 


Comment  Response  4  -  The  BLM  agrees  that  if  all  mitigations 
suggested  in  the  DEIS  are  successful  there  likely  would  be  no 
significant  impacts;  however,  biological  systems  sometimes 
behave  in  imanticipated  ways,  and  we  beheve  that  significant 
impacts  to  raptors  could  occur  even  with  the  mitigation  practices 
in  place.  The  BLM  and  Operators  would  take  all  reasonable 
measures  to  minimize  the  potential  for  significant  impacts. 
Furthermore,  the  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  for  this  project  (see 
DEIS  Appendix  D)  would  help  in  identifying/evaluating  whether 
unanticipated  impacts  are  occurring. 

Comment  Response  5  -  The  BLM  agrees  that  if  all  mitigations 
suggested  in  the  DEIS  are  successful  there  likely  would  be  no 
significant  impacts;  however,  biological  systems  sometimes 
behave  in  unanticipated  ways,  and  we  believe  that  significant 
indirect  impacts  to  big  game  could  occur  even  with 
implementation  of  suggested  mitigation  practices.  The  BLM  and 
Operators  would  take  all  reasonable  measures  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  significant  impacts.  Furthermore,  the  Wildlife 
Protection  Plan  for  this  project  (see  DEIS  Appendix  D)  would 
help  in  identifying/ evaluating  whether  imanticipated  impacts  are 
occurring. 

Comment  Response  6  -  The  BLM  agrees  that  with  the 
implementation  of  mitigations,  it  is  imlikely  that  the  proposed 
project  would  have  significant  impacts  on  the  character  of  most 
rural  residential  areas;  however,  based  on  scoping  and  DEIS 
comments,  it  is  likely  that  some  area  users  and  residents  would 
perceive  the  development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  in  areas  of  the 
CD/WIIPA  as  sigi^cant. 

Comment  Response  7  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  6, 
above. 


Art  Zeiger,  Chainnan 
Gary  Gnuliniin 
Linda  Fleming 


7^.19.1      Letter    19    -    Art    Zeiger,    Carbon    County 
Commissioner 


P.O.  BOX  6 
RAWLINS,  WY.  82301 

l-3m.3M.Mll 


CommiiSiontrs  nt  £arbmi  Couity    RECEIVED 
JLaliiliiu.  SHrmnms  92301 


'"^^^^I'i'^.lf^^ 


June  22, 1999 


Mr.  ClOT  Mffltr 

Rflwliiw  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Monagemeol 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Kawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

RE:      ContinenttlDivideAVanHiitttrIINaturalQuProjectDEIS(DES99.10) 
Dear  Mr.  Miller 

Afier  review  of  the  Draft  Environmemd  Impact  Statement  Sir  the  Cominsim] 
Di.vide/Wani3utter  n  Natural  Gaj  Project,  Cation  County  suppota  the  concept  of  tbc 
proposed  action  85  outlined  in  tlie  documenL  Aa  staled  in  tlie  DEIS,  Carbon  County  is 
highly  dependant  upon  natural  resource  iiKiustries  for  both  employiiicnt  opportunities  and 
tax  tevenue  generation  that  allows  the  County  to  provide  the  needed  services  required  by 
our  lesidcnts.  Approval  of  the  proposed  project  wouH  allow  an  important  sector  of  our 
local  economy  to  continue  to  thrive  and  giDW  while  protecting  our  environmenlal  assets 
thai  are  so  valuable  to  our  residents. 

Carbon  County's  policies,  a  cited  in  the  DEIS  through  the  Carbon  County  Land  Use 
Plan,  arc  to  foster  new  gas  developn^nl  while  protecting  the  natural  resources  of  South 
Central  Wyoming.  The  proposed  action  would  fiscilitBte  expansion  of  the  gas  mdustry 
while  incorporating  the  needed  mitigation  required  to  preserve  the  county's  landscape  for 
fiiture  uses.  Therefore,  the  Commission  supports  approval  of  Alternative  B  as  delmeated 
within  the  document  to  provide  a  balance  between  lesource  protection  and  devebpment 
The  County  CommiasiODers  aie  opposed  to  the  adoption  of  the  No  Action  Alternalrve 
listed  within  the  document  because  it  would  achieve  neither  of  the  County's  staled 
objectives.  Additionally,  aiioption  of  the  No  action  Ahemative  would  violate  both  your 
agency's  objectives  and  pre-existing  ctmtractual  arTangements  between  leaseholders  aixl 
the  federal  govcnanenL  Carbon  County  does  cot  view  the  No  Action  Alternatwe  aa  a 
viable  optiotL 

Carbon  County  would  like  to  see  three  other  issues  nridre^wl  or  wntfnrjerf  in  the  Final 
EIS:  noxious  weed  control  final  conditions  of  proposed  operational  roadways  and  the 


Letter  19 
Page  2 


Art  Zeiger,  Carbon  County  Commissioner, 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

June  22,1999 
Page  2 

lequiremenl  of  gas  operators  to  pursue  legal  action  on  behalf  of  the  federal  govetnmenl 
agamst  private  landowners  for  legal  access  for  data  coBeetion  (Tal'le  E-4.:). 

Agriculture  is  a  major  component  of  our  local  economy.  Mairy  agriculmal  opnalon  ne 
dependent  upon  federal  lands  within  the  CD/WnPA  for  grazing  hvestode.  Dnrmg  and 
afler  the  LOP  gnmng  operations  will  coMinue  within  the  project  area.  To  ensure  the 
viability  of  those  operations  the  County  bdieves  elements  should  be  mcluded  wabm  the 
FEIS  addressing  the  suppression  of  noxious  weeds.  Not  only  could  the  project,  if  not 
pujperly  mitigated,  possibly  assist  the  invasion  by  these  plants  into  the  project  area,  Iwt 
once  established  those  plants  may  spread  to  private  land.  Invasive  plam  ^lecies  pose  a 
significant  risk  to  agriculture  and  the  native  environment  of  Wyoming,  weoopc  the 
BLM  and  operators  wouU  take  the  appropriate  steps  to  prevent  their  establuhmenl  as  a 
result  of  the  proposal 

The  Conmy  agrees  with  the  concept  of  reclaiming  the  project  roads  upon  its  completion. 
However,  once  the  public  gains  fimiiliarity  with  die  project  roads  it  wiU  continue  to 
access  these  roads  after  reclamation.  The  public  use  of  the  reclaimed  roads  without 
continued  mamtenanee  will  create  eroskm  potential  To  prevent  significant  erosion  m  an 
area  highly  prone  to  erosion  the  roads  shouki  be  gunreled,  leS  in  place  and  mamlamed 
after  completion  of  the  projeu. 

Page  E-14  of  the  Biokigical  aascsamenl  lists  requirements  Sir  inventniy  and  monitoring 
of  ^lecies  of  ^lecial  concern.  Though  Carton  County  supports  the  protection  of  ttae 
species,  flie  requirements  placed  on  the  operator  in  the  Assessment  shouki  be  altered. 
Table  E-4.1  requites  the  operaron  to  tike  necessary  legal  actkin  to  gain  access  to  private 
lands  for  federal  agents  to  conduct  data  collection.  Tin  County  beUeves  this  requirement 
might  create  contentwn  between  tocal  landowners  and  operators.  The  federal 
government,  not  the  operators,  sboukl  be  required  to  take  my  necessary  action  to  secaie 
access  m  these  lands  fbr  its  activities. 

As  stated  above,  the  CommisamMrs  of  Carbon  County  support  the  proposed  project  and 
its  atamalives  as  outlined  in  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsuner  n  Draft  Environmeaal 
Impact  Statement.  We  took  fbrwardtoieviewing  the  FEIS  for  this  project  and  apprecisle 
the  opportunity  to  submit  flieae  comments  for  your  consitinaliDiL 

Smoerely, 


.rtZeiter    v 


Art  Zeiger 
Chairman 
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12192  Letter  19  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoiu-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  diu-ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Mitigation  measures  for  noxious  weed 
control  are  presented  in  DEIS  Section  2.6.13.8,  Item  #5, 
page  2-33,  and  in  Section  4.2.1.5,  pages  4-43  and  4-44. 

Comment  Response  2  -  Roads  that  are  not  required  for  some 
legitimate  piupose  at  the  end  of  the  project  would  be  reclaimed. 
Roads  that  would  serve  a  legitimate  purpose  would  be  left  in 
place  assuming  appropriate  agreements  for  maintenance  are 
negotiated.  A  methodology  is  in  place  for  identifying  the  road 
reclamation  process,  and  this  process  involves  consideration  of 
multiple  agency  and  user  concerns.  Please  refer  to  DEIS 
Appendix  B,  Transportation  Plan,  Section  B-4.0. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  requirements  presented  in  DEIS 
Table  E-4.1  were  developed  not  only  to  protect  TEC&SC,  but 
also  Operators,  private  landowners,  and  agencies  from  violations 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  Please  be  advised  that  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  is  applicable  to  both  public  and  private 
lands.  Furthermore,  a  procediu-e  is  in  place  for  TEC&SC 
protection  where  access  is  not  granted  by  private  landowners  (see 
DEIS  Table  E-4.1). 


Letter  20  -  Taylor  and  Juanita  Myers,  Page  2 


7^20.1     Letter  20  -  Taylor  and  Juanita  Myers 
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122Q2  Letter  20  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^^1.1     Letter  21  -  David  R.  Dalton 


June   29,    199S 


Mr.   Clare  MlXler        ;'     , 

Rawlins '.Field  Office  • 

Bureau  of  Lana  Managemenr 

S.  O.    Box  240T 

Rawlins,   Hyominj      82301-2407  '         ; 

Re:  Centinaatal  Divida  /  aamsucter.  II  Drart  EIS    .  .'     .  . 

COMMENTS  .  '  .  .■       '      -i    '         . 

Oaar/te.  Hillers' ,.  ■  '  '.  . 

As  a  concernnd  r.itiVan  and  resident  of  thi  State  of  Hyaminij,  I  wou 
■Id  lite  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  oonment  on  tiie  Contin 
ental. Divide  /  waitisutier  II  Draft  Environinancal  impact  stacsmant - 

The  Draft  Dor.ument  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appeara ;  that  the 
majority  of  the  Irapact3  will  be  "Insignificant"  uudarxho  Proposed 
Action  of  Fuli;  Dovolopment .  One  imp^cz  that  will  not  £)S  Insignlil 
can-L  is  Che  Socloacon^Smic  Imusu^t  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  t 
hs  increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  wl 
"li  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  with 
in  this  State,  sales  i:axas  have  tisan  non-axisrenc  and  property,  csx 
«s  have  been  held  to  a  minlmuoi-  Our  Si;hool3  have  also  reaped  ^the  b 
enefit  from. royalties  paid  to.  the  State. 

I  am.  la.'.agrQemen't  of  the  "Broposad  Action"  of  rull  Development  .as 
presented,  iln  .the  Drift  Docunent.  For  the.  sake  of  all  our  children' 
please  see -that:  the -"Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision"' be  .issued  i 
n  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas  aavsloproent  can  continue  in  .thiaarft 
a  without 'further,  delay.  - 


.Sincerely,  :. 


^-i^e^SrO 


1221.\     Letter  22  -  David  Weber 

June  29,    1999         . 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Flald  Ofrice 

Bur«au  at  Land  Management 

P.  0-   Box  2407 

Sawlins,  HyominB     82301-2407. 


.M: 


Conclnsntal  Dlvlda  /  Kamsuttsr  TI  Draft  EIS 

COMMENT.'! 


oaar  Mr.  Millar:     .... 

.As  a  concerned  cititen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wycming,  I  wou 
Id  liJce  to  thank  vou  lor  this  opportunity  to  eommsnt  on  cna  Contin" 
ental  Diviae  /  wamsuctar  II  Drafi;  Environmontal  Impjcc  $tat«»nc. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the 
majority  of  the  Impacts  wiXl  be  "Inaignilicant"  under  the  Proposed 
Action  of  Full  Developmant-  one  Inroacc  that  will  not  be  Inaignifi 
cant  Is  ths  Socioeconomic  Impocr  to  Che  State  of  Wyonina  through  t 
he  increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  wi 
11  genaratB  for  cba  State.  Baoause  of  oil  and  gas  davelopmant  with 
in  this  Stata,  sal**- taxes  havB  been  non-exi»t«nC  and  property  tax 
as  have'  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  hav»  also  reaped  the  B 
enefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State.     /    ■ 

r  am  in  agreement  of  thu  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as 
presented  in  the  Draft  Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  .- 
please  see  that  the  'Final  EIS  and  Hocord  of  Declalon"  be  istned  1. 
n  a  tlmaiy  manner  so  tbat  gas  davalopment  can  continue  in  this  are 
a  without  further- daisy. 

SlnoErely,  ■  -  ,   ,  ''  ■ 


7.2.21.2  Letter  21  Comment  Response 


7.2.22.2  Letter  22  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the      Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^^3.1     Letter  23  -  David  Dennis 


Junis  7.S,    1999 


Mr.  Clare  Killer 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Buxeau  cf  Land  Efanagetnent 

P.  0.   Bos  2407 

Rawlins,   Wyominq     62301-2107 


A£: 


Cootinental  Divide  /  Hsmautter  II  Draft  EI 

coMEjrrs 


Dear-Mr.  •Miller:' 

A3  i  concerned  citlsen  ana  resident  ot  the  Scats  of  Wyoming,  I  wqu 
Id  lilts  to  Ehaolc  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  tm  the  Contin 
•iital  Divide  /  Wamautcer  11.  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement* 

The  Draft  Doctuaent  addrossas  many  In^iacts  and  it  appears  that  th« 
majority  of  the  Impacts^  will  be  "Insignificant"  undsr  the  Proposed 
Action,  of  Full  Develppment .  One  impact  that  will  not  be.  Insisnifl 
cant  is  the' Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  t 
he  increase  of  tax  Revanuas  and.  Royalties  that  this  Development  wl 
II  generate  for  the. State.  BecBUSH  uf  .oil  and  gas  development  with 
in  this  Statu",  sales. .taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  tax 
es  have  been  helH  to  a  minimum,  our  Schools  have  .also  reaped. the  b 
enafit  from  royaicles  paid  to  the  state.. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Propoaad  Action"  of  Fail  Development  as  ■ 
presented,  in  the  Draft  Uocumant.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children' ; 
please  see  that  the  "Firial  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision"  be  issued  i. 
n  a  .timely  manner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  In  this  ore 
a.  .without  further  delay.  . 


Sinceralji^^ 


£/^A/'5 


7224.1     Letter  24  -  Larry  and  LaVeta  Pennock 


RECEIVED 


JUN  2  9  1999 


8UHEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
HAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


Clare  Mnia,  Team  Leader 
BLM  RflwKns  Field  OiEce 
P.O.  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  WY.  82301-2407 

Re;  DEIS 

Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Oaa  Project 

Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming 


Dear  Mr.  Miller, 

After  our  long  diy  spell  in  the  gas  and  oil  field  this  past  winter  and  spring,  this  project  is 
what  might  save  sjoie  ufour jubs  and  small  biuinesses  in  these  two  counties. 

We  can  only  hope  that  the  BLM  will  let  this  project  go  foward  without  the  usual 
unnecessozy  delays. 

We  both  work  in  the  oO  field  and  we  know  when  its  good,  it  good  and  when  its  bod,  its 
bad.  This  project  would  help  out  a  lot  of  small  service  companies  and  individuals  for  a 
bngtime. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  tiie  change  to  let  you  know  our  feeling  on  this  project. 


Larry  anrf^Veta  Pennock 

156  Lester  Drive 

Rock  Springs,  WY.  82901 


1223.2  Letter  23  Comment  Response 


7.2.24.2  Letter  24  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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1225A      Letter     25      -      Richard      Ducharme,     Wire 
Technology,  Inc. 


Jun«   29,    1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Fi«ld  Offlza 

Bursau  of  Land  Mari<:iijurh*ir.c 

P.    0.    Box    Z407 

Rawllna,    Wyominq   ■  62301-i<0'7 


Ra: 


Continantal  Divide 
C0HMENT3 


Hamauttor  II  Dj..*i!1:  EIS 


Daar  Hz.   Millar: 


Aa  a  concarned  cltizer.  ari'j  r«ai<:Janc  of  lihu  Staco  of  Mypmlng,  I  wou 
Id  lik'a  CO  chanj:  you  tor  ciiia  opporiunicy  1:0  coi»an«nt  on.nha  Contin 
ental  Divide  /  Wamsurccr  il  Draft   Enviranmantal   Impact  Stacanont. 


Tha  Draft  Docmnsnt  addraauas  many  Impact 
majority  of  the  Irap*ct3  will  be  "Inaiijni 
Action  of  full  OavaiopcRonC.  One  impact 
cant  is  che  SocioeconomU:  [mpact  to  thw 
ha  increase  of  Ta:c  Buvaouoa  and  Royal  titt. 
11  ^Bnerate  for  tna  St&c-^.  Bacauss  of  oi 
in  tMa  State,  jales  Ca.^>a2i  hsva  bean  non 
ea  hawa  been  hold  tt;  u  raii-iniuni.  Our  Sctiu. 
anafit  from  royalcl^j   p-'.iio   1:0  th>d  Stacn. 


and  it  appears  that  the 

/icanc"   urnJar  the   Propoaod 

ztiAt  will  not  b«  Inaignifi 

State  of  Wyoming  through  t 

Chac  ttiis   Developffiant  wi 

I  and  gas  davalopmenr  with 

aKiicenc  and  propRrty  tax 

is  liav«  also  roaped  the  b 


I  am  in  agreement  o:"  t.-.c  -Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Devoiopniefit  as 
presented  in  tha  Draft  uocumenc.   Tor  th^;  saice  of  all  our  -clklldran    - 
plaasa  see  chat  tha  Tin^l  CIS  and  Racoi-d  of  Dacision"  be-  issued  i 
Q  a   Clnely  manner  so  thuC'  gas  davelopinviit-   can  continue   in    Chia  are 
a  without   further  d«lay. 

Sincerely 


Ix:?? 


WIRE  «» TECH 

WIREUNE  TECHNOLOGY 
INC- 


nawdOgenaiRW 
■4  narifiaao  Dr. 
Ivwwon,  wr.  «2S3a 


ea9«  1 


7^^6.1     Letter  26  -  Scott  A.  Pilch 

Jaa«  29,  19-99 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office  .       , 

Bureau-  of  Land  Managsmanc 

p.    0.    Box   2407 

Rawlias,  Wyoniins     S2301-2-J,07  , 

RB:  Contiaontal  Divide'  /■  (ranisunf.ttr  II  Draft  EI3  .     ■       - 

COMMENTS 

Daar.SfcKliier:-, 

As-  a  CDiiceined  citizen  and  reaidant  of  -the  State  of  SyomiBg,  I  wou 
Id  liJee  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  ■  to  conmant  on  the  Contin 
entai  Divide  /-  wamautcar  II  Draft  Enviromnmiual  Impact  Statmwnt. 

•She.  Draft  Document  addroases  many  Impacts  and  it  appears,  that  tha  - 
majority  of  the  Xmpacts  will  ba  "Xnaignlficanf  andar  the  Propoaad, 
Action  of  Eull  Devalopinent .  OnR  tmpat;!;  thdL  will  not  be  Insignifi 
cant  is. tha  Socloaconomic:, Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyomino.  through  t 
he  increase  of  Tax  Ha-yenues  ana  Royalties  that  this  Development  wi. 
11 '.generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  .oil  and  gaa  davaiopment  with 
'in  this-  ScatBr  sales- taxes  have  been  non-«iist«nt  and  property  .tM 
'es  have  been  held  to  amnimuni.  ■Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  h 
enefit  from  royalties  paid  to.  tha  State. 

"t -jun  Iri  agratimenr:  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development' -as 
presented  in  the  Draft  Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children 
please  aee  .that  the  .:-"Elnal  EIS  and  Sacord  of  Decision"  ba  issued,  i 

.n  a  tttnaly  manner  so  that  gas  devalopTosnt  can  continue  In  this  ar* 
a 'without  further- delay- 


i.ElBcaredy, 


^7  J^ 


1.125.2  Letter  25  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7.2.26.2  Letter  26  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoiu-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^^7.1     Letter  27  -  Paul  D.  ?  (signature  illegible) 


June  28, 1999 


.RECEIVED 
JUN  30  B99 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfBce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoniing  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsuttcr  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller. 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsuaer  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
StateraenL 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  die  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Wildhfe  issues  appear  to  be 
thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures  that  will  need  to  be  adhered  to  can  be  dealt 
with  by  the  oil  and  gas  operators. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
DocumenL  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


722&.1     Letter  28  -  William  D.  Shade 


Jime28,  1999  , 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
HAWI  INS  FIELD  OFFICE  | 

Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller; 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  commem  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
StatcmenL 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  tiiat  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  Stale. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held' to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  die  benefit  ftom 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Diaft 
DocumenL  The  Final  HS  and  RecoM  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  m  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


7.2.27.2  Letter  27  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7.2.28.2  Letter  28  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^^9.1      Letter  29  -  Wes  R.  Handley 


June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clnre  Miller 

RawUns  Field  Ofhtx 

Bureau  af  Land  Mtmagemenl 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rjiwlin!,  Wyoming  S230I-2407 

Re:  Coodnenml  Divide  /  WenuunerU  Draft  EIS 
COMMEKTS 

DearMi.MiUer: 


RECEiVED^ 

JUN   3  0  1999 


A3 1  concerned  cidzcn  and  rejidcnt  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  Uke  to  thank  you  tor  this 
opportunity  m  comment  on  the  Continenml  Divide  /  Wamjuaer  II  Draft  Environmental  Irnpuct 
StitsmenL 

•  Tile  Draft  Document  oddttjaes  many  ImpacO  and  it  appears  that  file  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Wildlife  issues 
appear  to  be  dioroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures  diat  will  need  to  be 
adhered  to  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  oil  and  gas  operatora.  Wildlife  coexists  vrith  the  area  gas 
development  extremely  well. 

•  Another  impact  that  will  not  be  Inlignificimtij  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  Stale  of 
Wyoming  through  the  inoeasc  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  thia  Development  will 
generate  ibr  lie  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  thia  State,  sales  taxes  have 
been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also 
leaped  the  benefit  ftom  rt^Tdties  paid  to  the  Suue. 

•  We  must  also  temember  the  income  geneialed  to  the  Federal  Government  fiom  gas 
developmenL  Many  companies  emeied  into  a  contract  with  the  Federal  Government  n  lease 
and  drill  on  these  lands.  It  appears,  that  any  delays,  boniers  on  breich  of  connwn. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  In  the  Draft 
DocumenL  'Ihe  Final  HS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


j^t^LA^y 


7230.1     Letter  30  ■  Frank  Krugh 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlinj,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  U  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 


As  a  concerned  citizen  and  tesident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  0  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

Tlie  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appeals  that  the  majotity  of  tlie  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Air  Quality  seems  to  be  a 
major  issue  and  the  extended  time  that  was  taken  to  prepare  the  Air  Quality  Model  and  analyze 
its  findings  should  prtsve  supportive  for  tfte  Proposed  Action. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Acrion"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  ia  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


Sincerely,  / 


RECEIVED 


JUN  30  1999 


BUBEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGSM6NT 
RAWLINS  FI6L0  OFFICE 


12.292  Letter  29  Comment  Response 


7.2.30.2  Letter  30  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the      Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7-49 


7^31.1     Letter  31  -  Carol  M.  Rosencranse 

June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Rei  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  11  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller. 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Slate  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Diaft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  genemte  for  the  State. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  ftirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Cfl/iX^ /b.'^feii'*****'-'***^ 


-R§CeiyED 

JUN  30  ; 


7^32.1     Letter  32  -  John  K,  Woods 

June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfHce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  11  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

A3  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  EI  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  Smte. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  Slate,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Documem.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gaa  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


T(;2^^«'-*ii^ 


kuREAU  OF  LANO  MANAGEMEKfT 
'^       HAWUNS  FIELD  Of  FIC£ 


7.2.31.2  Letter  31  Comment  Response 


7.2.32.2  Letter  32  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7233.1     Letter  33  -  Nathan  Leonard 

Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsuaer  11  Draft  EIS 

COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller; 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  tlie  State  of  Wyoming.  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  this  opportunity  to  oonunent  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the 
Impacts  will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Fuil  Development.  Air  Quality 
seems  to  be  a  major  issue  and  the  extended  time  that  was  taken  to  prepare  tlie  Air  Quality  Model 
and  analyze  its  findings  should  prove  supportive  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

1  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the 
Draft  DocumenL  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so 
that  gas  development  can  ctintinue  in  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 


Sincerely, 
Nathan  Leonard 


RECEIVED 


m  3  0  1999 


eUBEAU  Of  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
BAW1.INS  FIELD  OFRCE 


7^34.1      Letter  34  -  Jeff  Briggs 

June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Claie  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfEcc 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Doctiment  addresses  many  impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  imder  the  Prtjposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Wildlife  issues  appear  to  be 
thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures  tliat  will  need  to  be  adhered  to  can  be  dealt 
with  by  the  oil  and  gas  opcioiors. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Diaft 
DocumenL  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


^-^^"■^2^ 


RECEIVED 

JUN  30  1999 

IbuREAU  of  land  MANAL.bMENT  I 
'^HAWLlNSFlEa)  OFFICE  1 


7.2.33.2  Letter  33  Comment  Response 


7.2.34.2  Letter  34  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoxu"  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  dm'ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^35.1     Letter  35  -  Gerry  Pence 


June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfSce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  E  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  coneetned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  tlic  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  *at  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insigniflcant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  wiE  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimimi.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  Stale. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  die  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fiizther  delay. 


Sincerely, 


^5-.-^- 


"■■""lANDMSSogiENT 


7^36.1     Letter  36  -  Clifford  C.  Main 

June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

RawUns  Field  OfBce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  DevelopmenL  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  Stale  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  Slate. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-«xistent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  is  this  area  without  ftirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


l^fJl^-^^D 


Clifford  C.  Main 


7.2.35.2  Letter  35  Comment  Response 


7.2.36.2  Letter  36  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:   Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the      Comment  Response:   Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7237.1     Letter  37  -  Chris  Frost 


June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Riwlinj  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamautter  11  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller; 

Aj  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  forthia 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Drafi  Environmetital  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Sodoeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  thmugh  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existem  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
fijrther  delay. 


Sincerely, 


Chris  Fran 

322  Gateway  Blvd.  #71 

Rock  Springs,  Wy. 

82901 


RECEIVED, 

JUN  3  01995 


7238.1     Letter  38  -  Eric  Wenzel 


June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  Q  Xhaft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Dtift  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  die  majority  of  tiie  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impaa  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
developmem  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  firom  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  tiiat  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  maimer  so  that  gas  development  can  cootiiiue  in  this  area  without 
fiirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Eric  Wenzel 
SO  Reliance  Rd.  #4 
Reliance,  Wy. 
82901 


RECEIVED 


JUN  3  0195!' 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIEl  D  OFF"ICt 


12312  Letter  37  Comment  Response 


7.2.38.2  Letter  38  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  tte 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


I 
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7^39.1     Letter  39  -  Brad  Franks 

June  29,  1999 


Mr.  ClBreMiUer 

Rawlim  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Maoagement 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Disft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  Stale  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  tlie  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

1  am  in  agreement  of  the  ''Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
fijither  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Brad  Franks 
5020  Springs  Dr.  #21 
Rock  Springs,  Wy. 
82901 


RECEIVED 


JUN  3  0  RJfi 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFRCE 


72.40.1     Letter  40  -  Alan  L.  Ennis 

June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OSice 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Stale  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  E  Dr^  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Otir  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  fiT>m  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  'Tinal  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
fiirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 

Alan  L  Ennis 
363  Turret 
Rock  Springs,  WY 
82901 


RECEIVED 


JUN  3  0  ISS 


BUREAU  OF  LA^40  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


7.2.39.2  Letter  39  Comment  Response 


7.2.40.2  Letter  40  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yom-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^.41.1     Letter  41  -  Kendra  Kalivas 

June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlim  Field  OfSce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re;  ContinenUl  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impaa  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  pitiperty  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  ro>^ties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision'  be  issued  in  a  timely  maimef  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
fiirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Kendra  Kalivas 
289  Apache  Lane 
Rock  Springs,  Wy. 
82901 


RECEIVED 


JUN   3  0  U'J'J 


BUHEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


7^.42.1     Letter  42  -  Paul  Kalivas 

June  29, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  U  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  WamsunerQ  Draft  Environmental  Impaa 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Documem  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificam"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoining  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royahies  that  this  Development  will  generate  ft)r  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  tninimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  maimer  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Paul  Kalivas 
289  Apache  Line 
Rock  Springs,  Wy. 
82901 


RECEIVED 


JUN   3  0  699 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
HAWLJNS  FIELD  OFFICE 


7.2.41.2  Letter  41  Comment  Response 


7.2.42.2  Letter  42  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


I 


7^.43.1     Letter  43  -  David  T.  Johnson 

June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  MiUer 

Rawlins  Field  OfEce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Stole  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Hnvironmental  Impact 
StatemenL 

The  Diaft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  die  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  IDevelopment  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


David  T.  Johnson 
2201  U'^St 
Cody,Wy   82414 


RECEIVED 


JUN   3  0  1999 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 
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72.44.1     Letter  44  -  Lloy  Dene  Greb 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 


Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 


Dear  Mr.  Millen 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  .Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  mcrease  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and 
gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have 
been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  ftom  royalties  paid  to  the 
State, 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document  Hie  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  withoizt  further  delay. 


Sincerely, 


Lloy  Bine  Greb 
2120  22"*  Street 
Cody,  WY  82414 


RECEIVED 


JUN  3  0  1999 


atJHEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


7.2.43.2  Letter  43  Comment  Response 


7.2.44.2  Letter  44  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^.45.1     Letter  45  -  Caroline  Trumbull 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Boi  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsulter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 


Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  conunent  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  impacts  will 
be  "insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum,  although  have  increased  significantly  with  the  low  oil  prices  in  my  county. 
Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  rimely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fi:riher  delay. 

Sincerely, 

Caroline  Trumbull 
1631  North  Park  Drive 
Cody,  WY  82414 

JUH  3  0  1999 


RECEIVED 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  Of  FICE 


72.46.1      Letter  46  -  Vlcki  L.  Schoeber 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  - 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 


Rawlins  Field  Office 


Re:        Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS  -  Comments 

Dear  Mr.  MiUen 

As  a  concerned  resident  and  Wyoming  native,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

I  feel  the  draft  document  addresses  many  impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not 
be  insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of 
tax  revenues  and  royalties  that  this  development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and 
gas  development  v«thin  Wyoming,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have 
been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om  royalties  paid  to  the 
State. 

r  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  draft 
document.  Please  issue  the  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas 
development  can  contiAus  in  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 

Yours  truly, 


<^1^- £^_>«;WC-<^i.— 


Vicki  L.  Schoeber 
1201  Birch  Lane 
Cody,  WY  82414 


RECEIVED 


JUN  30  1999 


BUREAU  OF  L>kNO  MANAGEMENT 
RAWUNS  FIELD  OFFICE 


7.2.45.2  Letter  45  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7.2.46.2  Letter  46  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


I 
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72A1.1     Letter  47  -  Steve  Olenick 

June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 


Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  lo  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  11  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  DevelopmenL  Air  Quality  seems  to  be  a 
major  issue  and  the  extended  time  that  was  taken  lo  prepare  the  Air  Quality  Model  and  analyze 
its  findings  should  prove  supportive  for  the  Proposed  Action.  In  addition,  wildlife  issues  appear 
to  be  thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures  that  will  need  to  be  adhered  to  can  be 
dealt  with  by  the  oil  and  gas  operators.  However,  one  impact  that  will  not  be  Insignificant  is  the 
Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and 
Royalties  thai  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development 
within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a 
minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Steve  Olenick 
n02WiUowLn 
Cody,  WY  82414 


RECEIVED 


JUH  30B99 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  ^4ANAGEMENT 
RAWUNS  FIELD  OFFICE 


72ASA     Letter  48  -  Riley  C.  Skeen 

June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rcwlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rflwiins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Stare  of  Wyomins,  1  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continensal  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Stfliement  - 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts.   In  my  opinion,  iTPpgi:;H  will  be'Tnsignificant'* 
under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Air  Quality  seems  to  be  a  major  issue  and  tiie 
extended  time  thai  was  taken  to  prepare  the  Air  Quality  Model  and  analyze  its  findings  should 
adequately  st^ort  the  Propoaed  Action. 

AjdTtionfilly.  wi'ldlifiy  '??M"  appear  to  be  thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures 
that  will  need  to  be  adhered  could  and  should  be  easily  dealt  with  by  the  oil  and  gas  opeian^rs. 

Please  note  that  one  very  iTpportant  impact  that  will  not  be  Insignificant  is  the  §p9ioecon9mic 
Imoaei  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  which  we  could  lose  or  be  adversely  delayed.  There  will  be 
Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State. 

To  date,  because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent 
and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  mlninium.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om 
royahies  paid  to  the  Siaxe. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  *^Prop05ed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Drafi 
Documem.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  shoiiid  be  issued  in  a  timely  »»«""gr  so  that 
gas  development  can  mntinue  in  this  area  without  fiirther  deisy. 


124  S 

Cody,  V^ming  82414 


RECEIVED 


JUN  SO  853 


BUREAU  OF  ONO  MAfAAQEMgNT 
BAWIIN3  HELD  OFFICE 


7.2.47.2  Letter  47  Comment  Response 


7.2.48.2  Letter  48  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the      Comment  Response:   Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^.49.1      Letter  49  -  Todd  Fields 


June  29,  1999 


Mr.  aare  Miller 

Rawlinj  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

RawIiM,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

A3  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impaa 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appear?  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  ±e  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  withm  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  fium  royalties  paid  to  the  Stale. 

I  am  m  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Drafl 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
fiirther  delay. 


Sincerely, 


Todd  Fields 

1700  Swanson  Dr.  #206 

Rock  Springs,  Wy. 

82901 


RECEIVED. 


JUN  3  01S99 


BUflEAU  OF  LAND  M*N*VtWEf  T 
'°       mVlNS  FIELD  OFFICE  I 


7.2^0.1     Letter  50  -  Richard  Knipper 


June  29,    T999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins.  Field  office 

Burwau  at  Land  Man«geiaent 

P.   0.   Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyominq-,.  82301-2407 

te:  ContlnerH;al  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr-  uiiller: 

As  s  concerned  citizen  and  renidsnt  of  the  State  of  Wyominij,  T  wni: 
Id  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  cooiment  on  the  Contin^ 
;»ntal.  Divide  /  Hamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

■The  Draft  Document  addrossaa  many  Iii?>acts  and  It  appears -tliat,  the 
majority  of  tha  Impacts  wiil.be  "InsigntflrBnt"  under  the  Proposed 
Jr:tlQn  of  Full  Oftvelopment .  One  impact  that  will  not  bo  Xneignlri 
cant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  .Stato'.of  Wyoming  through  t 
he  increase  of  Tax  Revonueis.  and  Royalties  that  this  OevKlopment  wi 
.11  ganerate  for  theStata.:  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  with 
In  this  .State,  sales  -taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  tax 
es  have  .been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  b 
onafit  from  royalties, paid  to  the  State. 

1  •am.  in  .agreement  .of  the  -"Proposed  Action"'  of  mil  Davelopnient  as 
jreijonted  in  the  Draft  Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children 
please  see  that  the Tlnsi  EIS  and  Record  of  Dftcision"  be  issued  i 
n  a  tinelyuwnnitr  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  are 
■/('without  further- delay. 

Slnceraly, 


^m 


7.2.49.2  Letter  49  Comment  Response 


7.2.50.2  Letter  50  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yom"  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoiu"  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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72^1.1     Letter  51  -  Robert  C.  Balsam 


June  28.  1999 


Mr.  Clait  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  £IS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

Aa  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  The  Draft  Document  adtiresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the 
Impacts  will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Air  Quality 
seems  to  be  a  major  issue  and  the  extended  time  that  was  taicen  to  prepare  the  Air  Quality  Model 
and  aruilyze  its  findings  should  prove  supportive  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  umely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Kj^ImJ  C  S^Jkn'T}-^ 


Robert  C.  Balsam 


^RECEIVED 


72^2.1     Letter  52  -  Michael  S.  Motsch 


June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Ciart  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Conlinentai  Divide  /  Wamsuner  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen,  ouidoorsman.  tax  payer,  and  41  year  residem  (native)  of  the  State  of 
Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  / 
Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Stalemcni. 

•     The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Wildlife  issues 
appear  lo  be  thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures  that  will  need  to  be 
adhered  lo  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  oil  and  gzis  operators. 

1  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  turthcr  delay. 

Sincerely, 


115\1  Letter  51  Comment  Response 


12.522  Letter  52  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^^3.1     Letter  53  -  James  Dale  Malody 


Jvmc28, 1999 


Mr.  Claie  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  L^d  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlim,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Conunenial  Divide  /  Wamsuner  n  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Stale  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  ±e  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
developmem  within  diis  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Otir  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 


Sincerely, 

/^ p^    yt^ 

James  Dale  Malody 

2304Steadman 

Cody,  Wyoming   824 1 4 


^ 


RECEIVED 


JUL'  1- 1  B99 


BUREAU  OF  UNO  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


72^4.1     Letter  54  -  Jared  Hall 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsuner  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming.  1  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  tliat  this  Development  will  genertite  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  marmer  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fijrther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


feredHall 


RECEIVED 


JUL  -  1  1999 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAVELINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


1.2.532  Letter  53  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7.2.54.2  Letter  54  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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7^^5.1     Letter  55  -  Tom  Fitzsimmons 

June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
StatemenL 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  imder  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-ciistent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without 
further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


^mcerely,    i   , 


Tom  Fitzsimmons 
1030  Red  Butte  Ave 
Cody,  WY 
82414 


7J.56.1     Letter  56  -  Mark  Fisher 

June  29, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfBce 

Bureau  of  Lend  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  S2301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Stale  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  ihia 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Contincnial  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
StBttment 

Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  ±st  the  majority  of  the  ImpacQ  will  be 
"Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  die  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  Stare,  income  taxes  have  been  non-existent,  sales  taxes  have  been  low 
and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royaides  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agitcmEnt  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  dmely  manner  so  thai 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


JUL  -I  899 


115'Sl  Letter  55  Comment  Response 


7.2.56.2  Letter  56  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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72£7.1     Letter  57  -  Gary  M.  Lewis 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

1  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter 
n  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  am  a  concerned  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming.  I 
have  been  employed  in  the  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production  business  in  Wyoming  for  over 
15  years.  I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the 
Draft  Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  without  further  delay  to 
allow  gas  development  in  this  area  to  start. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  impacts.  The  majority  of  the  impacts  will  be 
"Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Air  Quality  is  a  major  concern 
in  Wyoming.  The  Air  Quality  Model  proves  the  insigniScant  impacts  gas  development  has  on 
air  quality  and  supports  for  the  "Proposed  Action." 

The  socioeconomic  impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  Full  Development  will  be 
"Significant"  througli  increased  jobs,  salaries,  tax  revenues  and  royalties.  Mineral  development 
within  this  State  has  held  personal  tax  burdens  to  a  minimum.  Wyoming  now  faces  a  major 
problem  financing  education  and  school  construction.  Responsible  gas  development  in  the 
Wamsutter  area  as  recommended  by  the  "Proposed  Action"  should  nolbe  delayed. 

Sincerely, 

Gary  M.  Lewis 
39  N.  41"  Street 
Cody,  WY  82414 


RECEIVED 


JUL  -  1  1999 


RAWUNS  FISLO  OFFICF 
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Hydroceolccy 
RagulKory  hmiiBtas  >nd  Conpiiaaca 


Petroleum  Corp. 

GENE  R.  f;FnRf;F,  &  ASSQCIATESflnc. 

350  W«i  "A-  Stiwt  Sutw  2DS 

P.  0.  Box  2T75,  Cupe:.  Wyttniug  t26Ca. 

307  265-9199.  Fix:  307  *73-7U« 

JunQ30.  1SS9 

Clare  MHlsr 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawllna,  WY  82301-2407 


Re:  CommentB  on  Draft  EIS  ContirMntal  Divide/Wamsutter  11  Natural  Qas  Project 

Deer  Clare: 

The  following  comments  are  submrtted  on  behalf  of  Yatos  PetrolBum  Corporation. 
Yates  has  exttnslve  feasehold  in  the  EIS  study  area  and  has  drllted  several  exploratory 
wells  and  plans  mora  exploratory  and  development  wells  in  the  study  area.  Yatas 
apprectataa  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS. 

It  Is  important  to  read  the  list  of  AppHcant-Commrtted  Mltigaflon/Environmental 
Protection  Measures  on  page  2-30,  Section  2.8.13.  These  commrtments  for  federal 
lands  coupled  with  the  Reclamation  Plan,  the  Transportation  Plan  and  the  WUdlifo 
ProtBCtton  Plan  all  allow  a  determination  of  no  stgniflcant  impact  from  the  pro/ea.  Even 
the  occasional  suggestion  that  the  Proposed  Action  might  cause  sjgnrficant  Impacts  to 
soils  or  vegetation  are  not  specific  and  would  be  prevented  by  the  site-spedfic  EA 
completed  by  the  BLM  for  each  APD.  For  example,  on  page  4-31,  Section  4.1.6.1, 
"Impacts  to  soils  from  the  Proposed  Action  may  be  significant  due  to  the  potential  for 
raactivHtion  of  stabilized  dunes...".  The  atte-Bpeciflc  EA  and  the  Reclamation  Plan 
supported  by  the  Transportation  Plan  would  al)  render  impacts  to  soils  bisignrficantiuit 
as  thay  would  be  under  Altemativea  A  and  B.  The  applicant-committed  mitigations 
would  assure  that  sotis  would  be  rwdaimed  and  dunas  stabilized. 

Following  Chapter 4,  Environmental  Consaquencas,  Mitigation  and  Monitoring,  Yates 
has  the  foilovinnfl  specific  commenta: 

Air  Quality:  The  project  is  below  PSD  increment  limits.  Because  of  the 
consen/atrve  modeling  and  the  assumption  that  all  woils  vrould  be  successful  and 
would  produce  at  maximum  rates,  the  model-predicted  one  day  at  1 .68  dedview 
change  would  not  likely  happen.  The  mcdollng  shows  no  significant  Impacts  for 
aod  depcsftJon  or  atToct  to  mountain  laKes.  Yetss  finds  that  the  applicant- 
committed  mitigations  are  fully  protective  of  atf  quality.  Yatas  vrouW  object  to 
addir>g  any  of  tha  additional  potential  BLM-requirad  mitigations  since  no 
significant  impacts  are  detennined  by  the  NEPA  cumulative  affects  analysis. 
WDEQ/AQD  requires  controls  on  motors  to  mae:  air  quality  standards.  The 
faction  of  r»-lnjection  of  wall  gasses  is  very  objectionable.  C02  Is  not  a 
significant  component  of  tha  gas  (table  2.5)  and  would  not  be  separetad  it  the 
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12.512  Letter  57  Commept  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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Letter  58  -  Gene  R.  George,  Agent  for  Yates  Petroleum 
Corp.,  Page  2 


wen  she.  Re-injecting  gas  is  uneconomic,  and  would  dilute  the  product  in  the 
reservoir  rendering  it  uneconomic  at  an  earlier  date  and  would  waste  ratourca. 
Bl^  has  no  authority  to  place  a  'cap*  or  to  initiate  emission  tradfng  as  Is  dearty 
stated  In  the  analysis.  No  long-term  cancer  risk  is  potential  flftmi  exposure  to  the 
HAP  emissioru  from  the  project  which  alleviates  the  fear  of  activity  pnudmal  to 
residences. 

Topography  and  Physiography:  The  applicant-committed  mitigationa  and  the 
attached  plans  support  a  no  significant  Impact  findlrtg. 
Mineral  Resources:  No  significant  impact 

Geoiogic  Hazards:  No  significant  irrrpacL  Dunes  would  be  stabiUzad  by  the 
applicant-committed  mitlgatlans,  the  Reclamation  Plan  and  the  site-specific  EA. 
Paleontological  Resources:  Addressed  by  lease  stipulations  and  applicant- 
committed  mitigations. 

Soils:  Suggests  that  significant  impacts  could  If  dunes  were  reactivated.  See  the 
discussion  in  the  second  paragraph  of  this  letter.  Alt  addltionat  potential  BLM- 
required  mtttgations  are  covered  by  BLM  normal  operating  procedure  arul  the 
ReciamatJon  Plan. 

Surface  and  Gnaund  Water  No  significant  Impacts  anticipated.  Additional 
potential  BLM-requlred  mitigations  genaraHy  Indude  mitigation  normally  raqurad 
by  BLM.  Monitoring  for  sedimentation  and  water  quality  should  be  left  to  WDEQ 
wtiore  the  pnDpar  Jurisdiction  lies. 

Noise  and  Odor  The  noise  occurs  as  a  short  duration  while  drifHng.  This  is 
unfilcety  to  cause  residents  to  move.  Modifications  to  reduce  flashir>g  are  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  WDEQ  and  were  shown  by  anaiysla  to  not  be  dar>gerous  to 
hununs  frcm  the  pfoiject. 

Vegetation:  Tha  only  potential  ^pict  is  in  dune  areas  which  has  been  covered 
in  previous  parts  of  this  letter.  Most  of  the  BLM-required  mitigationa  are  already 
convT^onty  followed  by  all  operators. 

Wetlands  and  Riparian  Areas:  Covered  by  applicant-committed  mtttgatioris  arKi 
by  COE  Sectbn  404  njtes. 

Wtldllfa  and  Ftsheriea:  Yates  does  not  agree  that  under  the  Propoaed  Action 
aignlftcant  impacts  could  occur  to  big  game  or  reptore.  The  WBdIife  Protection 
Plan,  lease  stiputatlona  and  applicant-committed  mitlgatlonB  all  pnrtect  these 
resourees.  The  area  virill  be  drJIted  on  ieO-acra  spacing  (as  allovmd  by  WOGCC) 
■nd  thus  the  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  under  Altemative  B.  Yates  is 
Dommitted  to  wtldltfe  pmtedton  and  believes  that  the  Wfdm  Plan  and  lease 
etiputations  and  normal  stipulations  from  the  BLM  on  the  APD  wriU  be  sufficisnt  to 
protect  witdUfe. 

Wild  Horses.  No  algnHloant  impact. 

Federal  Threatened  and  Endangered/State  Sensitive  Spedea:  No  advefve 
affects  are  anticipated. 

Cuttural  and  Hlstorle  Reaouroea:  No  aigntflcant  impeet  FuHy  protected  by 
applictm-committed  mitigations  and  APO  requiremants. 
Socioeconomics:  Many  positive  reauits  wU  occur  from  thia  prefect  In  tha  form  of 
employment  taxes  and  production  of  natural  gas  wtiich  Impnves  tfie  Country's 
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air  quality.  Tho  noise  Is  a  short  duration  iuus  and  will  not  llkefy  displaca  any 

residants. 

Land  Use:  Noise  and  visual  impacts  are  of  shon  duration  and  will  not  Mceiy 

displace  rasidents.  The  Transportation  Plan  is  a  model  for  all  ensuing  federal 

efhapts.  This  will  improve  tho  road  and  accass  infraatructure  for  all  uses.  Yates 

and  ottier  companies  have  already  voluntarily  donated  nrior>ey  to  improve  BLM 

roads. 

AsBthetics  and  Visual  Resources:  The  only  possible  Impact  is  If  wells  are  drilled 

on  60-acre  spacing.  The  WOGCC  currently  only  aDows  IdO-acre  Bpacmg.  It  is 

very  unllkety,  given  the  geology  of  the  gas  resen/oirs  in  this  area  that  leaser 

spacing  wfU  be  ocanonuc  or  necessary  to  recover  the  natural  gas  msourca. 


Yates  Petroleum  Corporation  recommands  that  the  BLM  alfow  natural  gas  exploration 
and  development  in  tho  EIS  study  area  under  the  Proposed  Action.  Tliere  are  more 
than  adequate  protections  for  ad  resources  in  the  applicant-committed  mitigations  and 
In  the  attached  plans.  Yates  desires  to  be  allowed  to  further  explore  Its  federal  and 
•tats  oil  and  gas  leasehold  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  The  air  quality  analysis  used 
ti^e  iatsst  model  and  viras  supported  by  tho  stakeholder  protocol  gn^up  and  by  the 
Southwest  Wyoming  Air  Technical  Forum.  This  pnsject  vrill  aid  the  rest  of  the  United 
States  in  meeting  the  requtremoncs  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  by  producing  dean<buming 
natural  gas  from  this  envimnrrwntally  safe,  sensitive  and  protecthm  project 

Sincerely. 


?o^ 


Gene  R.  Gaot^e,  Regulawy  Issues  Agent  for  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation 

Copy:  Janet  Rlchardaon,  Lisa  Norton,  Yates  Petiolaum  Cofporation 
Al  Pien»n,  Wyoming  State  Director  BLM 
Hon.  Barbara  Cubin.  Wyoming  U.  S.  Repmsentative 
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7^-59,1     Letter  59  -  Weatherford 


VUeatherlom 


Mr.  Clare  NClIer 
Rawlins  Field  OfTice 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 

Re;  Continental  DivideWamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  rtw  Continenti]  Divide/Wamsutter  H  Draft 
Eoviroiunentai  Impsa  Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appesn  that  the  majority  of  the 
Impacts  will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Fuil  Development.  One 
impact  that  will  not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconimic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming 
through  the  increaae  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate 
ft)r  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been 
non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  tieen  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  schools  have  also 
reaped  ttie  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  *l>ropoKd  Action'  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the 
Draft  Document.  For  the  sake  of  all  our  children  please  see  that  the  "Final  OIS  and 
Record  of  Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  roaoner  so  that  gas  development  can  continue 
in  this  area  without  fiinher  delay. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin  R^=„    i       r-MCi^r 

J«yR««d 

Mike  Komuigo  I       j    iM/L  -  J 

AJvin  Schmaltz  / 

Bireli  Smith      /'"''^iJOFuKTinn^r.'       i 

an  Smith         L_a««R|g^«E«r/ 


MaikCox 

Maricne  Kauppi 

Gary  Brown 

Randy  Kessner 

Keliy  Hanberg 

John  laouck 

RossHennerman 

Ralph  Makinen 

Jim  Hofiman 

Chris  Martinez 

Barbara  Jones 

Tony  Moore 

7.2.58.2  Letter  58  Comment  Response 


7.2.59.2  Letter  59   Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response  1  -  As  shown  in  the  DEIS  and  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document,  no  significant 
project-specific  air  quahty  impacts  are  anticipated.  Therefore,  h 
is  logical  to  conclude  that  mitigation  or  monitoring  to  offset 
project-specific  impacts  would  not  be  necessary.  Furthermore, 
as  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS,  the  BLM  is  limited  in  its  authority 
to  apply  many  of  the  air  quality  mitigations  identified  in  this  EIS. 
However,  the  final  decision  regarding  the  mitigative  actions  that 
would  be  required  for  this  project  will  be  identified  in  the  ROD. 

Comment  Response  2  -  Commented  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Letter  18  (Section  7.2.18.2),  Comment  Response  1,  m  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  3  -  Comment  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Letter  18  (Section  7.2.18.2),  Comment  Response  1,  m  this  FEIS. 


Comment     Response     4     -     Please     refer     to     Letter     18 
(Section  7.2.18.2),  Comment  Responses  4  and  5,  in  this  FEIS. 
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1 .2.60.2  Letter  60  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yom-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
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HAW     Letter  61  -  Brad  Funston 


June  29, 1999 


Mr.  Clan  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  nsident  of  the  Slate  of  Wyoming,  I  would  liks  to  thanic  you  for  Ihis 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsulwt  11  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

TIk  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appcaia  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  end  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  Iseen 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  fiom  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
DocumenL  The  Final  EIS  and  Reconi  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sinceiely, 


RECEIVED 


JUt«-i '^899 


BUFI£AL}  OF  LAND  MANAQEMENT 
BAWUNS  FIELD  OFFICE 
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7.2.61.2   Letter  61  Comment  Response 


7.2.62.2  Letter  62  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7^.62.1     Letter  62  -  Heather  Pence 


June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  mident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Enviionmentol  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  ttlis  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  witliin  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  fiom  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Recorti  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  maimer  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


Sincerely, 


RECEIVED 


JUL  --I,B99 


BLIHEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWUN3  FieUD  OFRCE 


7^.63.1     Letter  63  -  Dariene  McKnight 


June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Ri:  Continental  Divide  t  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  H  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appeare  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  bo 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  knpact  to  die  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Rsvenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  fiom  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  'Tioposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  ftirtfaer  delay. 


Sincerely, 
Dariene  McKnight 


'•^> 


'.L'- 


RECEIVED 


JUL  tT  B99 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWUNS  RELD  OFFICE 
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7.2.63.2   Letter  63  Comment  Response 


7.2.64.2   Letter  64  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taldng  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


72.64.1     Letter  64  ■  Charles  Ohlson 


June  28,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfEce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming.  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Docimient  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  E)evelopmcnI.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  iiave  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  &om  ruyalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
DocumenL  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


Charles  Ohlson 


RECEIVED 


Jilt'  ■>  M999 


BUHEAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
HAVtftJNS  FIELDCFFICE 


72.65.1     Letter  65  -  Jon  Salomonsen 


June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rnwlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  U  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  die  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Air  Quality  seems  to  be  a 
major  issue  and  the  extended  time  diat  was  taken  to  prepare  the  Air  QuaUty  Model  and  analyze 
its  findings  should  prove  supportive  for  the  Proposed  Actioa 

In  addition,  one  impact  that  will  not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of 
Wyoming  through  die  increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will 
generate  for  the  Stale.  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have 
been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also 
reaped  the  benefit  &om  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agieement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  droely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  finther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Jon  Salomonsen 


RECEIVED 


^  -f  Sg 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MAMAGEMSNT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 
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7.2.65.2  Letter  65  Comment  Response 


12.66.1  Letter  66  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoiu"  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7^.66.1     Letter  66  -  Cynthia  A.  Tniby 


June  2S,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

{Uwlins  Field  OQice 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  S2301-2407 

Re:  Continemal  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Millen 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
oppominity  to  oommont  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  H  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addrtsjes  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  ■'Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Wildlife  issues  appear  to  be 
thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigation  Measures  that  will  need  to  be  adhered  to  can  be  dealt 
with  by  the  oil  and  gas  operators. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  he  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Cynthia  A.  Truby  / 


RECEIVED 


m.  1-5  B99 


BUREAU  OF  UVUD  MANAGEMEMT 
RAWUNS  FIELD  OFFICE 


72.67.1     Letter  67  -  Eric  Ward 


Jtjna29,  19S9 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawllna,  Wyoming  82301-2407 


Re: 


Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 


Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Slate  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  ttio  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  It  appears  that  the  majority  of  tfie  Impacts 
will  be  "Inslgnificanf  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  Two  sensitive  issues  that 
the  Draft  Document  thoroughly  addressed  include  air  quality  and  wildlife  issues. 

The  amission  inventory,  near-field  analysis  and  far-field  analysis  domonsUate  a  thorough 
Investigation  of  potential  air  quality  impacts.  Conclusions  from  the  analyses  show  compliance 
with  applicable  state  and  federal  air  quality  regulatkins.  Additionally,  no  significant,  adverao 
impacts  to  air  quality,  lake  chemistry  or  visibility  are  likely  to  occur  at  any  of  the  ssnslthra 
receptor  areas  due  to  the  individual  or  cumulative  actions. 

Like  air  quality,  wildlife  Issues  appear  to  be  thoroughly  InvesUqated.  The  mltlgatkin  measures  to 
protect  wlkllife  can  be  managed  by  the  oil  and  gas  operatora. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  (he  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  In  the  Draft 
Document  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Oedskin  shoukl  be  Issued  In  a  timely  inanner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 


^^lA^ 


RECEIVED 


JUL  -1  mg 


BUS^WJ  o,i- lm;d  management 

RAWUNS  FIELD  OFFICE 
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1.2.61.2  Letter  67  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7.2.68.2  Letter  68  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  dm^ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


7^.68.1     Letter  68  -  Jerry  L.  Guthrie 


June  28,  1999 


Mi.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  11  Diait  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 


As  a  conocraed  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Conrinenial  Divide  /  Wamautier  n  Draft  Enviroimicntal  Impact 
Staiement. 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  thai  will 
not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agmment  of  the  "Proposed  Acdon"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  dcvciopmeni  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 

Sincerely, 
Jerry  L.  Guthrie 


RECEIVED 


JUL  - 1  1999 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIEU  OFFICE 


7^.69.1     Letter  69  -  Edward  I.  Hill 


Edward  I.  Hill 

4  South  Marquette  Court 

Cody,WY  82414 


June  28,  1999 


RECEIVED 
JUL  - 1  B99 


!!!^^^#-j 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rnwlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  S2301-2407 

Re:  COMMENTS  -  Continental  Divide  /  WamsuUcr  n  Draft  EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller. 

A3  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamautier  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

Tlic  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One  impact  that  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the  increase  of  Tax 
Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas 
development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and  property  taxes  have  been 
held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  'Troposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


Sincerely, 


7-69 


12.692  Letter  69  Comment  Response 


12.702  Letter  70  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  diu-ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


72.70.1     Letter  70  -  Jeffrey  T.  Harvey 


June  29,  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  ofLand  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawlim,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Be:  Continenoil  Divide  /  Waiiuuner  11  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thanlt  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Cotninental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Droit  Environmental  Impact 
StatemenL 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant'^  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  Insigtiificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  tluough  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  aixl  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  v/ithin  this  Stale,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  tliat 
gas  deveiopmeni  con  continue  in  this  area  vnthout  fiirther  delay. 


Sincerely, 


rr/^- 


Je&ey  T.  Harvey 


RECEIVED 


BUBEAU  OF  LAND  MANAQEMENT 
RAWrnS  FIELD  OFFICE 


7.2.71.1     Letter  71  -  Mark  L.  Dobson 


June  29,  1999 


RECEIVED 


JUL  -1  1999 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD  OFFICE 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Btireau  ofLand  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawliiu,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Commental  Divide  /  Wamsuner  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  1  wotild  like  to  Ihank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  H  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impaas  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  Air  Quality  seems  to 
be  a  major  issue  and  the  extended  time  that  was  token  to  prepare  the  Air  Quality  Model  and 
analyze  its  findings  should  prove  supportive  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  Wildlife  issues 
appear  to  be  thoroughly  investigated  and  the  Mitigatioti  Measiues  that  will  need  to  be 
adhered  to  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  oil  and  gas  operatois. 

•  The  Draft  Docimient  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  die  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  uiuler  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  generate  for  the  State. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  soles  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document  The  Final  EIS  and  Reconl  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely  maniter  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  further  delay. 


s^^-'y-  '7?£l)XXl^ 


7-70 


7.2.71.2  Letter  71  Comment  Response 


7.2.72.2  Letter  72  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  dining  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entu-e  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  diu-ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


72.72.1     Letter  72  -  Craig  Barber 


June  30. 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

BUwlina,  Wyoming  S2301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wemsutter  II  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 


I  am  in  agxeement  of  the  "Proposed  Action**  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
DocuraenL  Please  see  that  the  "Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision"  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner 
so  that  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  ftirther  delay. 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thanic  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsuticr  n  Dr^ft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

Sincerelv.       k 

Craig  Barber 
800  Saratoga 
Gieen  River,  WY 
82935 


RECEIVED 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAUtMEMT 
°""WLIW5FIELD  OFFICE  I 


7.2.73.1     Letter  73  -  Tim  Tipton 


June  29, 1999 


RECEIVED 


JUL  -  2  1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  OfBce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  resident  of  the  Stale  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you 
ibr  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  StaiemenL  I  support  the  comments  within  the  Draft,  and 
encourage  quick  approval  so  that  gas  development  con  be  initiated  as  soon  as  possible. 

•    Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the 
Impacts  will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  One 
impact  that  will  not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of 
Wyoming  through  increased  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  to  the  State.  Because  of  oil 
and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  die 
benefit  ftom  royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the 
Draft  Document  The  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  should  be  issued  in  a  timely 
maimer  so  tfiat  gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  ftirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


Tim  Tipton 

620  Skyline  Drive 

Cody,  Wyoming  82414 


7-71 


7.2.73.2  Letter  73  Comment  Response 


12.1A2  Letter  74  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yom^  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


72.74.1     Letter  74  -  Joseph  C.  Icenogle 


Joseph  C.  Icenogle 
37  North  Ridge  Drive 
Cody.WV  E4I4 
(307)  527-59IS 

June  29. 1999 

Mr.  Cine  MUIer 

Rawliiu  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Maoaeement 

P.  O.  Box  2407 

Rawiim,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re;  Contioenul  Divide  /  Wonuutter  It  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

A3  0  concerned  citiien  ilji  resident  of  *e  Stale  of  Wyoming.  I  would  like  to  thank  you  <!»  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continenial  Divide  /  Wamiuaor  n  Drift  EnviiDnmeotal  Imput 
StalemenL 

The  Draft  EIS  tddreasea  many  speculated  impacts  in  which  the  majority  will  be  "Inrignificanl" 
under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  While,  air  quality  ia  perceived  as  a  major  issue, 
extended  time  was  taken  to  pttpate  an  Air  Quality  Model  and  the  subsequent  analysis,  which 
prove  stipponivB  for  the  Praptuad  Action. 

Wildlife  issues  appear  to  be  thoroughly  investigated  and  the  mitigation  measures  appear  to  be 
easily  obtainable  by  the  oil  and  gas  operators. 

The  impact  that  will  not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming 
and  its  people  through  the  increase  of  tax  revenues  and  royalties  that  the  proposed  dovelopmcm 
will  generate  for  the  people  of  the  State.  Historically,  oil  and  gas  development  writhin  this  State 
has  provided  for  low  sales  taxes  and  property  taxes.  However,  more  Impomnt  our  children's 
schools  need  the  fiuding  genented  through  the  additional  pioperty  and  severance  tax  levenues 
and  tlie  State's  share  of  federal  royalties  obtained  &om  the  proposed  fiill  field  development. 

I  support  the  ''Proposed  Acdoo"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft  EIS.  I  atmngly 
encourage  that  the  Final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  be  issued  in  the  shortest  lime  period 
allowed  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  aa  amended. 


7.2.75.1     Letter  75  -  Sandy  Puettman 

June  28, 1999 


Mr.  Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Buicau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box 2407 

Rawlins,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  n  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

As  a  concerned  citizen  and  native  resident  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  comment  on 
the  Continental  Divide  /  Wamsutter  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts.  It  seems  that  many  of  the  Impacts  will  be 
"Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development.  Wildlife  issues  appear  to  be 
thoioughly  investigated.  The  Mitigation  Measures  should  be  handled  by  the  oil  and  gas 
operators. 

•  The  Draft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  qipears  that  the  majoiity  of  the  Impacts 
will  be  "Insignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Development  One  impact  that  will 
not  be  Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  the  Stale  of  Wyoming  through  the 
increase  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  that  this  Development  will  genetate  for  the  State. 
Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  Slate,  sales  taxes  have  been  non-existent  and 
property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royalties  paid  to  the  State. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Diafl 
DocumenL  The  Final  EIS  and  Recottl  of  Decision  shotild  be  issued  in  a  timely  manner  so  that 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  ftirther  delay. 

Sincerely, 


>mccieiy,  « 

Sandy  Puettman 


7-72 


1.2,152  Letter  75  Comment  Response 


12.162  Letter  76  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the      Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  diu*ing  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


72.76.1     Letter  76  -  VTiUiam  L.M.  Wlsey 


P.O.  Box  193 
Cody,  WY  82414 


June  30, 1999 


Mr.  Cltre  Miller 

Rawliu  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2407  '" 

RawUni.  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Re:  ConcinenEal  Divide  /  Wunsutter  n  DraA  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

I  would  like  to  cDmment  m  the  ContlDental  Divide  /  Wamiutter  n  Draft  Enviromnsntal  Impact 
StatemooL 

Tax  Dnft  Document  addresses  many  Impacts  and  it  appears  that  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "Inaignificant"  under  the  Proposed  Acdon  of  Full  Development.  Air  quality  and  wildlife 
issues  seem  to  hflve  been  well  studied  with  measures  proposed  to  sufficiently  resolve  them.  One 
impact  that  will  not  be  insiffnificant  is  tiie  socioeconomic  impact  to  the  State  of  Wyoming 
through  the  increaae  of  Tax  Revenues  and  Royalties  tiiat  this  Development  will  generate  for  the 
State.  Because  of  oil  and  gos  development  widiin  this  State,  salea  taxes  have  been  noQ-exijtent 
and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  the  benefit  from 
royalties  paid  to  the  Sttte.  As  a  parent  with  two  small  diilditm  in  the  most  poorly  flindcd  school 
distiict  in  the  state.  I  wiah  to  lee  the  oU  and  gas  Industry  enabled  lo  provide  the  tax  dollars  dial 
will  be  cridcal  to  ensure  contimied  funding  of  state  schools  at  or  above  historical  ieveia. 

I  am  in  agreement  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  in  the  Draft 
Document.  The  Final  HS  and  Rcconi  of  Docision  should  be  tazued  as  soon  u  poasibla  so  that 
tnvirotunentally  responsible  gas  development  eim  continue  in  this  area  without  Amher  delay. 

Sincerely, 
WmiimL.M.WIMy 


RECEIVED 


JUL  -2  1 


BURtUU  Ur-  LAND  UAHAhiuvur 


7.2.77.1     Letter  77  -  Mike  Blevins 
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12.11.2  Letter  77  Comment  Response 


7.2.78.2  Letter  78  Comment  Response 


Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the      Comment  Response:    Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providmg  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


Comment  Response  1  -  The  map  has  been  corrected  (see  FEIS 
Appendix  B,  Map  B-1.1).  Thank  you  for  bringing  this  to  our 
attention. 


7:2.78.1     Letter  78  -  Dan  Haman 


June  30, 1999 


Mr.  Clue  Miller 

Rawlim  Field  Office 

Buieffl  of  Land  Mtoagnnent 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rtwlios,  Wyoming  82301-2407 

Se:  Condnental  Divide  /  Wsimmer  D  Draft  EIS 
COMMENTS 

Dear  Mt.  Miller 


REcayED" 

JUL  -61 


As  a  concerned  dtoi  and  reaiiieiil  of  Ihe  State  of  Wyoming,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  commenl  on  d*  Conrinenlai  Divide  /  Wamsutter  11  Draft  Enviiomnental  Impact 
Sta 


Tie  Draft  Document  addresses  nmy  Impacts  and  it  appears  thai  the  majority  of  the  Impacts  will 
be  "toignificanl"  under  the  Proposed  Action  of  Full  Devrlopmem.  One  impact  fliat  will  not  be 
Insignificant  is  the  Socioeconomic  Impact  to  die  people  living  in  the  Stae  of  Wyoming  and 
duough  die  increase  of  Tax  Revalues  and  Royalties  dial  tiiis  Development  will  generate  for  die 
State.  Because  of  oil  and  gas  development  within  this  State,  sales  tmes  have  been  non-existent 
and  property  taxes  have  been  held  to  a  minimum.  Our  Schools  have  also  reaped  die  benefit  fiom 
loyaWes  paid  UJ  die  Slate.  Lack  of  approval  of  diis  EIS  will  only  drive  our  stale's  fiitoie  fiinher 
into  economic  disaster. 

I  am  in  agtesmenl  of  the  "Proposed  Action"  of  Full  Development  as  presented  m  the  Diafl 
Document.  The  "FubI  EIS  and  Record  of  Dedsion"  should  be  issued  hi  a  dmely  manner  so  thai 
gas  development  can  continue  in  this  area  without  fiirther  delay. 

Sincaeiy, 

A4u^  y7»^»'*»-' — 

Dan  Haman 
505  Skyline  Drive 
Cody,  Wyoming  12414 


72.79.1     Letter  79  -  Lyle  Laverty,  Regional  Forester,  U.S. 
Forest  Service 
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OMi    July  13, 1999 


Mr.  l3«iBMiJler 
Rawlins  Field  OfBce 
Bureau  of  Land  Muugement 
POBoi2407IUwiiiii.WY  82301-2407 


DearMr.lvOller 


TJiis  lomr  ia  to  provide  ooometits  on  air  qmllty  relileii  impicia  dijciiiied  In  the  Draft  EIS  for 
the  South  Bagjs  Niniral  Gii  Development  Project,  ihe  Draft  EIS  for  die  Conrinuntil  Divide 
Wamsuner  n  Nuunl  Ois  Developraent  Project,  ind  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Aajemnenl  Techni- 
cal Support  DocumenL  Condnental  Divide/Wanuuttcr  II  and  South  Bajgs  Naninl  Gas 
Development  Prtijeca  (ACTSD).  Ai  die  lir  quality  analysis  was  Wtod  for  bodl  the  Soudi  Bajgs 
ind  Coaiinenial  Divide  ElS's,  our  commenis  here  will  cover  tioth  EIS's  u  well  15  the  AQTSD. 
Qeneral  conecma  aiki  issues  common  U3  all  diiee  documcnli  are  coveted  in  thii  leoer,  wUio  is- 
sues apeci&c  m  each  document  are  anached. 

In  general  our  ra^or  concern  with  dieae  ElS'a  ii  teganltaj  4o  viaihility  modelini  proeeu  and 
potential  visibility  impaa  on  Clan  I  wildemeis  areas.  The  Potest  Service's  responiilrfiiliea  to 
protect  visibilily  in  rr*.  I  areas  from  adverse  air  pollution  impacts  were  jot  forth  by  Congress  in 
tile  1977  Clean  Air  Act  Under  the  Clean  Air  Aa  Amendments,  tile  Potest  Service  has  die  "afEr- 
mative  lesponsibility"  to  pnnect  the  Air  Quality  Relued  Values  indudiog  visibility  (AQRVs)  of 
the  Clasa  1  areas  thai  we  manage  &om  'adverse  air  pollution  effects" .  Potest  Service  responsibili- 
dcs  for  tile  management  and  proiectiDn  of  wilifcmeas,  including  Class  I  wDdemess,  are  also 
found  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  and  the  regulations  developed  to  implctnmt  dui  act. 

The  air  quality  analysis  determined  (using  the  methodology  ptefened  by  Ae  Forest  Service  (FS], 
National  Park  Service  (NPS),  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (WYDBQ), 
Environmental  Protectian  Agency  (EPA)  and  Interagency  Working  Oroop  on  Air  Quality 
Modeling  (IWAQM)  that  visibility  impacts  are  above  die  Limit  of  Accepuble  CSiange  (level  of 
concern)  of  the  Potest  Service  on  8  days  at  Bddier  Wilderness,  7  days  at  Popo  Agio  Wildomeas, 
6  daya  at  Ml  Zirkel  Wildnmeu,  6  days  al  Savage  Run  WDdemess,  4  days  at  Bawah  WiUemeas, 
and  I  day  uHlzpasickWildemeas.  However,  diese  modeling  nsults  are  downplayed  in  the  tear, 
and  not  even  mendnned  in  dB  executive  anmmasiea  of  the  HS'a.  Inalead.  the  vislhillt; 
mediodology  abowing  least  impaisneot  (of  die  five  mediodmogiBS  used  in  die  models  ana- 
lyaea)WBa  selected  u  the  impact  m  be  diacnased  In  die  executive  summaries  ofbodiBIS'aaod 
the  concluaions  section  in  die  Air  Qnalily  Tecfanical  Support  Document  In  addition,  die  sum- 
maries of  visibility  impaeis  uses  die  BLM's  level  of  concern  of  1.0  dedview,  rather  dian  die 
Forest  Service's  level  of  concern  of  J  dedviow.  As  we  dijcnsaod  in  our  11-3-97  letser  to  Al 


— .»— ^  o 
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Pearson,  Wyoining  Suic  Director  of  the  BLM,  if  1.0  decivi&w  visibility  impairment  (noticeable 
change)  wen:  to  be  allowed,  then  the  Forest  Service  would  not  be  able  to  meet  Congress's  goal 
of  'the  preventioD  of  any  future  and  the  remedying  of  any  existing  impsinnent  of  visibility  in 
mindatory  Class  I  Federal  areas  which  imp&iitncnt  resnlts  from  manmade  air  polludon".  It  is  our 
position  that  in  its  above  usage  "any"  impairment  meam  any  perceptible  visibility  impairment 
Therefore,  a  level  of  concern  of  .5  deciview  ia  much  more  likely  to  prevent  future  visibility 
impairment  in  the  Class  I  areas  that  we  manage.  More  importantly,  we  believe  that  the  land 
management  agency  of  the  wildcmessej  that  may  receive  the  pollutant  impacts  should  set  the 
limits  of  acceptable  change  or  levels  of  concern  thai  will  be  used  in  all  SLS  analyses. 

If  the  EIS's  intend  that  'the  combination  of  the  two  approaches  (Mcdiod  2  and  Method  <i)  provi- 
des a  reasonable  braclteting  of  the  likely  impacts  on  visibility'  (CD/WK  BIS  pg  31),  then  the 
executive  summaries  and  conclusioiu  sections  should  disclose  and  discuss  results  from  both  the 
BLM's  and  industry's  prefened  mediod  (Method  4)  and  the  FS,  NPS.  EPA,  WYDEQ  and 
IWAQhf  3  prcfened  method  (Method  2).  As  the  documents  currently  stand,  only  Method  4  (the 
lower  impact  end  of  the  bracketing)  is  disoissed  in  the  executive  xmntnaries  and  conclusions  sec- 
tions. In  addition,  we  disagree  with  die  siaiemsnts  in  the  documeats  tiiat  Methtxl  4  is  "more 
refined"  aid  provides  "more  realistic  estimates'  of  visibility  impacts  to  sensitive  wilderness 
areas.  Method  4  uses  visibility  tnmsmissomctcr  data  from  one  year  only  (1995),  and  therefore  is 
not  well  suited  to  predict  the  full  range  of  potential  visibility  impacts  over  future  vixibillty  condi* 
tions  daring  the  life  of  the  projects  (20  or  more  years).  IWAQM  does  not  advocate  use  of  only 
one  year  of  baseline  visibility  data,  preferring  at  least  a  5  year  aveiage.  Because  visibility 
impacts  on  "dirty  days'  are  less  apparent  to  the  human  eye.  by  using  tlaily  transmissometer  data 
to  represent  visibility  baseline,  pollution  impacts  to  visibility  may  be  cnderestimaied  if  any  year 
or  any  day  in  the  future  is  cienocr  than  that  shown  in  the  1995  data. 

The  text  of  the  air  quality  tcchoical  suppon  document  aha  states  that  both  vinbillry  methods 
impact  analyses  assumed  'background  visibility  measured  at  one  location  is  representative  of  the 
entire  sensitive  area"  and  that  "these  are  conservadvo  assumptions"  (p  46  ACJTSD  VoL  II).  This 
il  misleading.  For  example  Mt.  Zirkel  Wilderness  visibility  is  cleaner  than  Rocky  Mountain 
National  Park  (RMNP)  by  1-2  inverse  megametera  extinction  on  a  yearly  average  (a  large  and 
lignifican:  amount).  By  using  RMNP  data  to  represent  ML  Zirkcl  wilderness,  visibility  impacts 
will  be  underestimated  at  Ml  ZirkeL  We  are  especially  concerned  about  potential  impacts  to  Ml 
Zirkel  visibility,  given  the  recent  coun-otdertd  clean  up  of  the  Hayden  power  plant  emissions. 
We  would  be  extremely  disappointed  to  see  these  proposed  actions  result  in  backsliding  from 
the  progress  made  in  remedying  visibility  impairment  in  Ml  ZirkeL  We  do  not  believe  tiiat 
potential  visibility  impacts  to  Mt  Zirkel  Wildemess  have  been  adequately  disclosed  in  this 
document,  oven  when  looking  ai  "Method  2"  results,  because  of  the  rejection  by  the  BLM  (for 
what  we  believe  are  non-valid  reasons]  of  the  Mt  Ziricel  visiblity  background  data  in  favor  of  the 
RMNP  visibiliQr  data. 

We  also  Kcommead  that  construction,  flaring,  lod  blowdown  emissioas  be  included  (u  well  as 
the  production  emissions  cumuiily  shown)  in  the  cumulative  air  quality  analysis.  The  text  of  the 
AQI'SD  explains  thai  temporary  emissions  such  as  those  occurring  during  construction  activities 
may  not  bo  used  for  calculating  increment  or  NAAQS  violations,  however,  we  believe  il  is  ap- 
prtipiiats  to  include  temporary  constmction  omissions  when  calculating  impact  on  visibility  and 
sensitive  lakes.  Temporary  emissioni  can  contribute  to  visibility  impairment  and  cumulative 
acidic  deposition  impacts.  These  emitsions  should  be  modeled  cunuilaiively  (with  production 
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Continental  DlrldeAVamsuttcr  II  DEIS  Conunents 

IPS  vii,  paragraph  3,  line  7:  'potential  exists....'  Does  not  mention  the  results  of  Method  2  uuly- 
sis,  even  though  itis  stated  in  the  far  field  analysis  (pg  31,  paragraph  2)  "-the  combination  of 
die  two  approaches  (Method  2  and  Method  4)  provides  a  reasonable  bracketing  of  the  likely 
impacts  on  visibility."  Why  have  only  the  resoltj  from  the  method  with  the  least  impact  on  visibi- 
lity ("mediod  4")  been  selected  to  display  xa  the  public? 

pg  3-8,  paragTKph  2:  Much  of  this  section  is  incomplete. 

-  Did  not  list  NADP  sites  at  Sinks  Canyon  or  South  Pass.  Were  these  used  in  your  modeling?  If 
.  _     not,  why  not? 

17     -  Did  not  mention  the  dau  collected  by  tile  USPS  (Deep  Lake  (Bridger  Wildemejj)  and  Saddlc- 
bag  Lake(Popo  Agie  Wilderness))  which  was  used  in  analysis. 

-  The  modeling  also  used  data  from  the  BLM  NDDN  site  at  Pinedale,  so  it  should  be  mentioned 
here. 

Ipg  4-9,  col  2.  paragraph  3: 
The  modeling  uses  Rock  Springs  surface  meteorological  data  and  Lander  upper  air  data.  Should 
there  have  been  use  of  some  surface  meL  data  to  represent  the  part  of  the  CD/Wam  project  OQ  the 
eastern  side  of  tiie  cootinenliil  divide  also? 

Ipg  4-9,  col  2,  paragraph  3t 
The  text  stales:  The  maximum  predicted  "near  field"  air  pollutant  concentrations  occur  dose  to 
and  between  well  locations  and  would  occur  so  close  to  each  well  locacion  thai  Hiding  additional 
wells  throughout  the  field  would  not  increase  the  overaD  maximum  cooceairatiDns.'  Is  (his 
reasonable/logical? 

Ipg  4-19,  paragraph  2:  Lists  only  results  from  'method  4'  analysis  for  far  field  visibility,  even 
thou^  the  far  field  analysis  states  (pg  31)  "...the  combination  of  the  two  approaches  (Method  2 
and  Method  4)  provides  a  reasonable  bracketing  of  the  likely  impacts  on  visibility. "     Why  is 
tills? 


21 


22 1 


pg4-20:  Inclusion  ofPinedalo  Anticline  project  in  cumulative  effects; 
Tlw  Pinedale  Anticline  project  was  speculative  when  the  work  on  diis  project  wis  initiated  in 
Moreh  of  1995.  However,  by  mid  1998,  die  Pinedale  Anticline  project  was  refined  enough  so 
that  tiie  potential  impocts  should  have  been  included  in  the  cumulative  effects  model.  As  die 
modeling  protocols  were  not  declared  final  until  late  199S.  sod  (he  air  modeUng  analysis  for  this 
project  was  not  complete  untU  spring  of  1999,  there  would  have  been  adequate  time  to  incor- 
porate tite  Pinedale  AoticUoe  emiuions  into  die  cumulative  analysis. 

page  1-8  The  Rawlins  Held  office  wQl  exceed  the  RMP  numbers  for  wells  in  this  EIS  if  all  of  the 
wells  are  allowed.  WIB  on  amendment  to  the  RMP  be  required  to  allow  the  additional  wells 
prior  to  signing  of  a  ROD  for  this  docmneiit? 
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emissioiis  and  other  cumulative  sources)  so  that  visibility  and  acidic  deposition  impacts  can  be 
disclosed  to  the  public 

Additionally,  we  would  have  liked  to  have  had  a  more  consistent  use  of  stalceholder  input  and 
involvcmeot  in  developing  and  implementing  the  air  quality  impacts  analysis.  There  appoicndy 
were  several  protocol  and  modeling  related  tiecision£  made  by  BLM  and  Amoco  in  the  year-long 
period  after  tho  3-13-98  preliminary  protocols  were  released  (the  final  opporttmiiy  ftjr  sta* 
kaholder  comment)  without  stakeholder  ootillcatjon  or  comment  opportmiir/.  If  the  stakeholder 
process  is  to  be  used  successfully,  there  will  need  to  be  better  com  muni  cation  and  agmemani  on 
how  visibility  impairment  will  be  modeled  and  assessed,  before  that  modeling  begins. 

Iwhistry  has  made  several  requests,  in  DEIS  meetings  regarding  otitBr  oil  ud  gas  projects,  for 
the  Continental  DJvide/Wimjutter  11  Air  Qnality  impact  analysis  protocols  to  be  considered  the 
'standard"  timt  will  be  followed  for  all  fiimre  oil  and  gas  DEIS  prepancioo.  We  do  not  support 
this  proposal,  for  die  reasons  listed  above.  In  fact,  wo  believe  the  development  of  the  air  quality 
section  of  these  DEIS's  conld  have  been  vastiy  improved,  both  in  terms  of  how  the  stakeholder 
process  should  be  applied  and  bow  tcdmical  data  should  be  utilized.  Nevertheless,  wc  are  hope- 
ful that  changes  can  be  made  becween  draft  and  final  EIS's  within  diis  air  quality  impacts  analy- 
sis dui  will  enable  tis  to  be  more  confident  in  the  visibility  modeling  analysis  and  in  use  of  this 
infoiraation  in  the  taxim. 

Our  final  general  comment  q)plicable  to  aU  (hiee  documents  is  that  Savage  Run  WUdcrnesi  is 
referred  to  in  all  documents  ai  a  Class  II  area,  when  in  hot  it  is  a  Wyoming  CUis  I  area.  AH 
references  to  Savage  Rim  in  the  docmneno  should  be  changed  to  reflect  this. 

^  ^  I  In  summary,  we  request  that  the  BLM  remodel  visibility  impaco  to  ML  Zirirel,  Rawoh,  and  Sav- 

1 0 1  a^e  Run  wildernesses,  using  the  ML  Zirkel  baseline  visibility  data  (as  was  originally  described 

*1  >l  I  ^  ^°  modeling  protocols).  We  also  request  that  the  BLM  disclose  and  discuss  the  results  from 

■  ^  !  Mediod  2  and  Metiiod  4  equally,  if  Method  4  is  to  continue  to  be  used  by  the  BLM.  We  would 

1  like  to  suggest  thai  the  stakeholders  group  be  reconvorwd  to  discuss  the  visibility  protocols  to  be 

I  used  in  the  numalysis  to  ensure  that  the  visibility  analysis  is  done  in  a  maimer  thai  ii  technically 

I  supportable. 
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Thai^ytv  for  the  oppomtairy  oi  catameat  on  these  :bitedocameaa. 
Sincerely, 

JIJ-4.YLE  LAVERTY 
Q  RegitKtal  Forester 

cc:  Forest  Supervisor,  AropohoRooaoveUNF 
Forest  Supervisor,  Mettidoe  Bow  Routt  NF 
Foicit  Supervisor.  Biidger  Temn  NF 

AlPlenoa,BLM 

BillYeUawtaiLEPA 

Dennii  Hemmer,  WYDBQ 

Margie  Perkins,  APCD,  CDPHE 
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Continetttal  INTide/Wamaatter  n  South  Baggs  Air  QutUty  Tadinical  Snpport  Docnnimfr 

Comments 

Vol  1,  Near  Fldd  Anslysia 


231  P^n.  last  ptngropb:  Run  oa  typo 'ia  the  it  the", 

24 1 


page  2:  Mop  ii  wrong.,  It  shows  South  Baggs  project  area  in  Colorado.  ITtfaismi^iras 
produced  &om  the  model,  the  modeling  may  not  be  occutaie.  Also  fig.2-3,  pg  20. 

Spage  5  and  6:  There  are  oomerous  inconsittecciei  wiifain  dtis  section  and  the  Soudi  Baggs  ind 
CD  ElSa  (see  titble  below) 
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Since  the  general  public  did  not  receive  the  Near  Field  Analysis  Doc,  it  is  reasonable  to  aaiume 
that  the  public  ii  not  informed  as  to  the  actual  impacts  that  are  being  modeled  for? 

pg  23,  parag^^Ih  2:  The  developmeia  is  loeoied  25  mUes  west  (not  east)  of  Ra«4iDs.  (nti^t  help 
if  Rawlins  wu  shown  on  fig.  l.I) 

pg  23,  section  4.1:  The  reasoning  used  for  applying  the  Baggs  data  to  the  Stmth  Baggs  analysis 
should  apply  to  a  large  portion  of  the  CD/wnpreject  area  also.  Therefore  ihoold  use  Baggs 
climatic  data  for  pan  of  the  CDAVH  analysis  area. 

pg  26,  Tbl  4.1:  Table  title  ia  misleading.  It  implies  that  this  data  is  monitored  from  ibe  project 
area  when  in  faa  it  is  ennqiolaied  from  several  different  sources. 

pg  29.  porogr^ih  l.lBatssntesce;  Were  Ifae  wells  spaced  to  maxiiiiizB  potential  emiaioos? 

pg3l:  Flariog,  constnictioQ,  sod  blowdowa  of  weOs  to  increase  productloDsbaakl  be  indoded 
in  the  cumoladve  hnpooa  onolyais  for  assessing  impacts  on  AQRVs.  Tlie  exdnsion  of  lemportry 
Bnissioos  in  determining  incremetit  eoosmnption,  does  ntK  raloio  to  ciuniilative  '"TiitsiTiii 
impacts  oo  visibiliqr  and  addio  d^Kuttloo  impacts,  and  these  should  be  addreiasd  in  ibe 
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n  >l  I  documeiiL  Slowdown  u  a  condnuaj  process  for  ihe  life  of  the  projecL,  and  emissions  from  this 
^  '  I  process  do  not  appesr  lo  be  oddiused. 

QO  1  pgBl-8,TblBl*U-.  Table  description  is  missing,  needs  to  be  labeled  better  to  describe  wbu  is 
*5^  I  in  the  table. 

OQ  I  pgCl-3:  Why  use  Baggs  wind  data  here  for  wind  enmon  fimimioai,  when  Rock  Springa  data  is 
"^"^  I  osed  for  other  CD  analysis? 

34  I  App<tndix  E:  Copies  are  of  such  poor  quality  [bat  ^y  can  not  be  leadl 
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4ons 


consiitmt  with  FS  pncoeob  for  assessing  impact  io  Qass  I  wilderness  areas,  whUe  Method 
noL 


pg  46,  pangraph  4;  These  usumptians  may  not  bo  valid.  Ihe  Biidger  site  is  located  on  the 
I  Vftsi  aide  of  the  Contincnta]  Divide.  Wind  and  atmospheric  conditions  which  would  affect  the 
41 1  west  side  would  likely  be  (fiffeient  on  the  east  side.  Diurnal  differences  between  east  and  west 
side  of  contioealAl  divide  will  play  into  thi^.  Also,  the  assumpdoa  of  imifonn  conditions  is  not 
likely  due  to  topographic  features  and  layering  conditions. 

pg  48  and  49,  TbI  5- 1 1 :  The  ANC  numbers  shown  and  modeled  for  Deep  Lake  and  Lower 
Saddlebag  Lake  are  not  correct.  In  our  August  13,  1997  tetter  to  Scott  Aichcr,  we  requested  that 
the  ELM  use  the  Forest  Service  lakes  data  that  we  had  previously  sent  to  dum  for  Deep  and 
_  ^    Lower  Saddlebag  and  that  for  the  acidic  deposition  analysia  the  lowest  ANC  value  listed  should 
42    be  used  in  the  modeling.  The  values  listed  instead  seem  to  bo  average  ANC  values.  We  request 
that  the  BLM  le-model  impacts  to  these  two  lakes  using  the  numbers  49  ueq/l  for  Deq)  Lalcc 
ANC  and  SZ3  ueq/1  for  Lower  Saddlebag  lake  ANC  These  ANC  number  are  for  the  10%  lowest 
(most  sensitive)  ANC,  which  is  cucrendy  the  acceptable  FS  methodology  for  assessing  impact  to 
Lakes  where  sufficient  monitoiing  dam  exists 

I  Table  2-1 V.  For  acidic  deposition  impaca  to  lakes,  only  the  iotennediaie  values  are  shown  and 
not  the  equations  widi  which  they  are  derived.  Flease  include  these  equations,  >o  that  the  whole 
piTJcess  is  transparent. 

ApcntHx  C:  Forest  Service  Visibiliy  Analyst  Scott  Copeland  has  reviewed  the  letter  from  Scott 
Archer  to  Joe  Sciere  regarding  the  rejection  of  the  Mu  Zirkel  visibility  data  for  use  in  projeciiag 
future  visiibUty  impacts  to  MU  Zidcel  wilderness.  Scott  Copeland  coiiducted  a  thorough  review 
of  the  Mt.  7Jrif<-i  nephelotneter  data  to  determinfi  the  validity  of  the  aisertions  in  the  leior.  Scott 
CopeUmd  determined  that  there  is  no  valid  reason  to  discard  the  Ml  Zirkel  data;  in  fta  data  ana- 
lysis shows  that  the  Mt  Zitkel  data  has  the  v^nf^  distribution,  outliers  and  variability  as  the 
RMNP  data.  Analysis  indicates  thai  the  Mt  Zirkol  data  is  'stable,  normal,  and  typical'.  In  £u:t 
the  only  real  difference  between  the  data  of  Ml  Ziricel  and  RMNP.  is  chat  Ml  Ziricel  daui  shows 
cleaner  viiihillcy.  In  addition,  data  from  the  ML  Zirkel  site  indicates  measured  relative  humidity 
(RH)  is  higher.  Both  the  higher  RH  and  the  cleaner  Ml  Ziricel  visibiUiy  indicate  thai  by 
erroniously  uiing  RMNP  dam  to  represent  ML  Zirkel,  the  fumre  visibility  impact  at  Mt  Ziricel 
from  the  proposed  acdons  may  be  greatly  undeiestimated.  Remodeling  using  the  correct 
background  data  should  be  done  between  the  DEIS  and  FHS. 
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Conttnental  Divide/  Wamfutter/Soacb  Bogip  Air  Quality  Impact  Ancmnant  Tcdudeal 
SuppcHt  DoomiMnt  Conunenti 
Vol  n- Far  Field  Aiuljala 

CSeaend  Comment: 

The  way  the  Far  Field  analysis  wu  done,  combining  the  ContinenUl  Divide/Wamxutler  H  and 
South  Baggs  Natural  gas  development  projects  together  in  one  analysis,  makes  interpret&tioo  of 
the  air  quality  effects  of  one  projocr  vi  another  impossible  to  determine.  TIiq  ptirpose  of  this 
enviroimientiLl  document  si  to  Mriy  duiclose  (to  the  public  and  the  dcjaiion  moleer)  the  efleca  of 
35    ^  proposed  action  on  the  environment  Since  this  is  proposed  as  two  discrete  projects  and  will 
rtai^t  in  two  decision  documents .  combining  the  analysis  does  not  display  the  effect!  of  each 
project  on  ihe  environment  While  we  appreciate  thai  both  projects  were  combined  to  show  tbc 
cumulattve  impccts  of  both,  the  modeling  ihoold  also  address  what  peiccat  of  the  air  quality 
impacts  wtn  atoibutable  to  emissions  tmm  each  a^orate  proposed  action. 

nplpg  IS:  Calmet  wind  vectors.  Tbisgt^hiciisedf  10  be  printed  at  a  liiger  scale  10  allow  people  to 
*30  I  see  the  vecton  without  the  use  of  a  haod  lens. 

pg27,  par^npfa  1;  'Diaetcia  receptors  are  alio  placed  at  lakes  identified  by  the  USDA  Forest 
Service  and  the  USaS  as  the  most  sensitive  to  acid  deposition.''  Thisiinotprecisely  true.  Some 
long-term  sunple  lakes  were  selected  to  be  the  most  sensitive,  while  otfaen  nmply  represent 
lakes  with  long  term  monitoring  sites.  It  would  be  more  accurate  to  say  'discrete  receptors  are 
also  placed  at  lakes  identiScd  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service  and  the  US05  as  long-term  nmple 
lakes  for  assessing  impacts  from  acidic  depositioiL' 

pg  29  paragraph  3:  Forest  Service  'SOiibiUty  Analyst  Scott  Copeland  finds  the  argument  on  rela- 
tive humidity  (RH)  relationships  to  cloud  cover  fiawed  and  misleading.  'Hxe  paragraph  teenu  to 
axsen  thai  above  90%  relative  humidity  then:  are  likely  to  be  clouds,  tbeiefore  all  data  above 
90%  RH  should  be  discarded.  The  presence  of  clouds  does  not  make  visibility  more  or  Less  sen- 
Sitivo  to  impairment  In  addition,  the  presence  or  lack  of  clouds  ii  irrelevant  to  the  visibility  ana- 
lysis. It  is  also  luH  true  that  'optical  mooitoting  devices  are  not  reliable  at  humidity  values  above 
this  level"  [We  invite  the  BLM  to  pruvide  evidence  of  this  statement  if  they  iniist  on  retaining 
it).  If  the  BLM's  argument  for  the  'Meduxl  4'  visibllty  baseline  is  that  acmal  meteorologipal 
ctmditioai  and  daily  actual  visibilities  should  be  used,  then  we  contend  that  aonial  relative  hu- 
midities should*  oho  be  included,  and  no  data  lejcctod  on  tiie  basis  of  RH  unless  it  exceeds  the 
IWAQM  twfMT^m»ftfi»ri  levels  of  98%. 

pg  31.  paragr^ih  1:  This  indicates  that  looking  at  199S  data  only  (method  4)  ii  better  than 
ioQ^ing  II  iong-arm  20%  cleaoeit  backgrtnmd  data.  We  disagree.  Ihe  FS  faai  always  ued  the 
average  of  the  20%  deanen  as  the  baseline  by  which  m  dstermioo  ehanfe.  Using  method  4  ii  not 
consiitsntwith  FS  protocols,  IWAQM  lecommendationa,  or  EPA'i  regicHMl  base  rogx.  Tbore 
should  be  a  better  tTiiwiaaJnn  of  the  diOerenccs  between  method  2  ud  method  4,  ai  well  as  men- 
tion of  the  Initial  model  imu  with  raethoda  l^.aodj. 

pg  31,  pixigraph  2:  This  taxtt  that  "._tbe  combinatioo  of  ttie  two  qtproacbei  (Method  2  md 
Mediod  4)  provides  a  reasmiablB  bracketing  of  the  likely  impacn  on  vinbili^."  However,  the 
BISclisi^oaeitberaniltiOifMetbtid4uihaimpKL  Tldi  li  not  proper  cooiidBriaithii  Method 
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Geoeral  Comment:  The  proposed  action  in  thli  EIS  (SO  weUs,  pg  S-3)  does  no 
proposed  octioD  piesemed  in  the  Far  Hdd  analysis  (90  wells,  pg  4)  or  the  Near 
wdla.pgl).  This  needs  to  be  made  consistent  or  clarified.  There  appean  to  be 
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Field  anilytis  (90 
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pg2-ll,Tbl2-l:  Estimates  of  times  is  not  eonaiJteot  with  what  is  used  in  the 
Then  are  numerous  iDconsistendes  within  this  aecticm  and  die  SooUi  Baggs  an 
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pg  4-7, 4.2.3.3,  paragraph  3,  first  wntence:  U  this  physically  possible  or  reawnable  to  usume 
that  AD  increase  in  wdlj  could  occur  wiihout  an  incrcaac  in  ctnnulaava  emissions? 

pg  4-7. 4.23.2,  pangraph  4:  '  Narural  gu  would  be  burned  (Oared)  for  up  to  3  daya."  Why  was 
the  near  field  analysis  (pg  A-2-12)  done  with  flaring  being  done  for  15  days?? 

pg  4-11.  4.2.3.4:  Quantify  effects/impacts.  How  does  it  relate  to  the  other  aliemarives? 

pg  4-12.  paragraph  2;  Pinedalo  Anticline  project  should  have  been  included  in  this  analysis. 
True,  it  was  not  fully  described  when  your  project  was  initiated,  however,  by  the  time  the  air 
quality  analysis  prouKols  were  finalized  it  was  defined  to  the  point  it  could/should  have  been  in- 
cluded. At  that  time  it  wu  no  more  speculative  than  the  Conriiwatiil  Divide/Wamsuncr  n 
proposed  operation. 

pg  4- 12,  last  paragraph:  What  were  the  individttal  effeota  of  this  project  on  the  Bridger  and  Fltz- 
palricfc  wildamesses  from  this  project  alone?  You  did  not  specify  this  was  the  result  of  the 
Method  4  analysis  alone,  not  mentioning  the  Forest  Service  recommended  method  (Method  2). 
even  though  the  far  Held  analysis  for  visibility  states  (pg  3 1.  paragraph  2)  tiia:  ".-the  corabina- 
tioa  of  the  two  approaches  (Nlethod  2  and  Method  4)  provides  a  reasonable  bracketing  of  the 
likely  impacts  on  visibility."  Why  did  you  choose  Id  show  only  the  reaulti  of  the  least  impuctive 
method?? 

pg  6-2:  Consultation  and  Coordinalion.  This  list  does  not  include  the  USPS.  EPA  or  NFS. 
Ttiese  agencies  were  involved  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  TSD,  but  wo  aisome  that 
since  they  were  not  listed  here  there  was  no  coordination  with  other  federal  agencies  on  the 
DEIS?  If  not.  was  the  data  used  and  assumptions  made  curreiu  and  reasonable? 

Table  D2 

Data  for  Rawah  is  missins.  ' 


7.2.79 .2  Letter  79  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  recognizes  that  the  U.S. 
Congress  established  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  (Public  Law  [P.L.]  88-577,  dated  September  3, 1964)  and 
specific  Wilderness  Areas  (numerous  subsequent  laws,  including 
P.L.  94-567,  P.L.  95-237,  and  P.L.  98-550)  and  directed  the 
appropriate  federal  land  management  agency  to  administer  those 
lands  "for  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  American  people  in  such 
a  manner  as  will  leave  them  unimpaired  for  future  use  and 
enjoyment  as  wilderness,  and  so  as  to  provide  for  the  protection 
of  these  areas,  the  preservation  of  their  wilderness  character,  and 
for  the  gathering  and  dissemination  of  information  regarding 
their  use  and  enjoyment  as  wilderness." 

The  BLM  also  recognizes  that  the  U.S.  Congress  established 
procedures  for  the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  of  Air 
Quality  (P.L.  95-95,  dated  August  7,  1977)  "to  preserve,  protect, 
and  enhance  the  air  quality  in  national  parks,  national  wilderness 
areas,  national  monuments,  national  seashores,  and  other  areas 
of  special  national  or  regional  natural,  recreational,  scenic,  or 
historic  value"  and  "to  insiu^e  that  economic  growth  will  occxu-  in 
a  maimer  consistent  with  the  preservation  of  existing  clean  air 
resources."  Further,  the  U.S.  Congress  gave  specific  federal  land 
management  agencies  "an  affirmative  responsibility  to  protect  the 


air  quality  related  values  (including  visibility)  of  any  such  lands 
within  a  class  I  area  and  to  consider,  in  consultation  with  the 
Administrator,  whether  a  proposed  major  emitting  facility  will 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  such  values"  under  the 
Preconstruction  Requirements  (New  Source  Review)  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

However,  the  U.S.  Congress  did  not  require  that  all  Wilderness 
Areas  either  have,  or  achieve,  pristine  air  quahty  conditions,  nor 
did  the  U.S.  Congress  grant  any  federal  land  management  agency 
air  quaUty  regulatory  authority.  In  fact,  ever  since  the  original 
Clean  Air  Act  was  passed  (P.L.  159,  dated  July  14,  1955),  it  has 
been  the  declared  policy  of  the  U.S.  Congress  "to  preserve  and 
protect  the  primary  responsibihties  of  the  States  [Tribal]  and 
local  governments  m  controlling  air  pollution." 

In  1977,  after  considerable  debate,  the  U.S.  Congress  did  amend 
the  Clean  Air  Act  (P.L.  95-95,  dated  August  7,  1977)  to  address 
air  quality  on  certain  federal  lands  by:  1)  establishing  158 
mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  where  additional  air 
pollutant  levels  above  existing  concentrations  would  be  Umited 
for  specific  pollutants  (PSD  Class  I  increments);  2)  providing  for 
federal  land  management  agency  review  and  comment  on  major 
air  pollutant  emission  source  permit  appUcations  (Major 
Stationary  Somce  -  New  Source  Review);  and  3)  establishing  the 
National  Visibility  Goal  of  "the  prevention  of  any  future,  and  the 
remedying  of  any  existing,  impairment  of  visibihty  in  mandatory 
class  I  Federal  areas  which  impairment  results  from  manmade 
air  pollution"  (Clean  Air  Act  Section  169A(a)l). 

By  estabUshing  the  PSD  Class  I  increments  for  NOj,  particulate 
matter,  and  SOj,  the  total  concentration  of  these  pollutants  due 
to  all  non-temporary  anthropogenic  emission  sources  is  restricted 
to  a  small  level  above  legally  defined  baseline  conditions.  The 
U.S.  Congress  specified  158  areas  as  mandatory  federal  PSD 
Class  I  areas  and  provided  a  mechanism  by  which  each 
appUcable  air  quality  regulatory  agency  could  estabUsh  additional 
federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.  However,  the  only  Class  I 
redesignations  since  1977  have  been  completed  by  four  specific 
tribal  governments.  In  addition,  EPA  regiilations  specified  that 
baseline  conditions  be  legally  defined  only  after  a  "major 
stationary  source"  permit  was  submitted,  often  many  years  after 
1977.  Of  the  nearly  625  current  Wilderness  Areas  (Landres  and 
Meyer  1998),  only  120  are  federal  mandatory  PSD  Class  I  areas. 
Therefore,  over  500  Wilderness  Areas  have  no  special  air  quality 
regulatory  status. 

By  providing  for  federal  land  management  agency  participation 
in  the  New  Source  Review  process,  federal  PSD  Class  I  area 
managers  can  exercise  their  "affirmative  responsibility"  to  protect 
the  AORVs  (including  visibihty)  within  their  PSD  Class  I  areas 
through  review  and  comment  on  major  air  pollutant  emission 
source  permit  appUcations,  indicating  to  the  air  quaUty  regulatory 
agency  whether  a  specific  proposed  facility  will  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  such  values.  However,  these  reviews  are  limited  to 
only  those  new  emission  sources  (or  modifications)  which  would 
result  in  either  a  250-tpy  increase  for  all  stationary  soiu-ce  types, 
or  a  100-tpy  increase  for  Congressionally  specified  stationary 
source  types.  In  addition,  although  the  federal  land  management 
agency's  participation  is  legally  mandated,  the  air  quaUty 
regulatory  agency's  response  is  not.    Therefore,  although  the 
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federal  land  management  agencies  have  an  "affirmative 
responsibility,"  they  do  not  have  "affirmative  authority"  to  protect 
the  AQRVs  (mcluding  visibihty)  on  any  lands  they  administer. 

The  Congressional  goal  to  prevent  and  eliminate  all 
anthropogenic  visibihty  impairment  within  158  federal  mandatory 
PSD  Class  I  areas  is  very  clear.  However,  the  U.S.  Congress  did 
not  specify  when  the  goal  was  to  be  reached,  at  what  level 
visibility  impacts  could  be  considered  natural 
(non-anthropogenic),  nor  even  at  what  level  air  pollutants  cause 
visibility  impairment  (a  "just  noticeable  change").  Since  the  EPA 
visibihty  regulations  allowed  federal  land  management  agencies 
to  identify  areas  where  visibihty  is  not  an  important  value,  the 
USPS  identified  two  mandatory  PSD  Class  I  areas  where  the 
national  visibihty  goal  is  no  longer  apphcable.  In  addition,  until 
very  recently  (Final  Regional  Haze  Regulations,  40  C.F.R.  51.300 
etseq.;  64  Federal  Re^ster  126,  July  1, 1999),  the  EPA  regulations 
focused  on  "reasonably  attributable"  visibihty  impairment  within 
the  156  federal  mandatory  PSD  Class  I  areas  where  visibility  is 
an  important  value  from  existing  stationary  sources.  This  process 
was  estabhshed  to  require  installation  of  Best  Available  Retrofit 
Technology  to  reduce,  but  not  necessarily  eliminate, 
anthropogenic  visibihty  impairment.  It  will  take  time  to  see  how 
effective  the  new  Regional  Haze  Regiilations  are  in  achieving  the 
national  visibihty  goal. 

In  summary,  the  BLM  recognizes  and  understands  the  USFS's 
responsibihties  for  the  management  and  protection  of  wilderness, 
including  the  "affirmative  responsibihty"  to  protect  AQRVs 
(including  visibility)  in  the  mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  areas 
that  it  manages  from  adverse  air  pollution  effects.  The  BLM 
also  recognizes  and  understands  the  USFS's  limited  authority  to 
meet  these  responsibihties. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  visibihty  impact  screening  analysis 
results  were  not  "downplayed  in  the  text,  and  not  even  mentioned 
in  the  executive  summaries  of  both  EIS's"  nor  was  "the  visibihty 
methodology  showing  the  least  impairment  ...  selected  as  the 
impact  to  be  discussed  in  the  executive  summaries  of  both  EIS's 
and  the  conclusions  section  in  the  Air  QuaUty  Technical  Support 
Document." 

As  fully  described  in  FEIS  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment  Response 
2,  a  conservative  visibihty  screening  level  analysis  did  not 
preclude  that  proposed  project  operations  might  result  in 
perceptible  impacts,  so  a  more  refined  potential  visibility  impact 
analysis  was  performed.  In  addition,  this  refined  analysis 
compared  potential  impacts  to  both  the  1.0  deciview  "just 
noticeable  change"  and  the  USFS's  preferred  0.5  deciview  "M  just 
noticeable  change."  As  directed  imder  NEPA  (40  C.F.R. 
1502.12),  the  Executive  Summary  "adequately  and  acciu-ately" 
summarized  "the  major  conclusions,  areas  of  controversy 
(including  issues  raised  by  agencies  and  the  pubUc),  and  the 
issues  to  be  resolved  (including  the  choice  among  alternatives)." 

Finally,  the  Federal  Land  Managers'  Air  Quality  Related  Values 
Workgroup  (FLAG)  has  revised  their  recommended  visibihty 
impact  technical  analysis  procedure  as  described  in  the  "Draft 
Phase  I  Report"  dated  May  4, 1999  (National  Park  Service  1999). 
Although  this  is  an  internal  review  docmnent,  FLAG  anticipates 
circulating  its  preliminary  final  version  for  public  review  and 


comment  through  a  NOA  to  be  pubhshed  in  the  Federal  Register 
m  the  winter  of  1999-2000.  FLAG  has  developed  analytical 
procedures  in  order  to  evaluate  potential  air  pollution  effects  on 
AQRVs  (specifically  visibihty,  vegetation/ozone,  and  soils  and 
surface  waters/atmospheric  deposition),  as  required  under  the 
PSD  procedures  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (New  Source  Review). 

Although  not  required  by  NEPA,  the  BLM  chose  to  analyze  and 
report  potential  visibihty  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  using  the  FLAG  Draft  Phase  I  Report  procedures 
for  disclosure  to  the  general  pubhc  and  the  decisionmaker 
(Table  7.6).  Since  the  FLAG  procedures  are  limited  to 
mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  areas,  FLAG  values  for  the 
Bridger  Wilderness  Area  were  apphed  for  the  Popo  Agie 
Wilderness  Area  and  the  Wind  River  Roadless  Area. 
Additionally,  FLAG  values  for  the  Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness 
Area  were  apphed  for  Dinosaur  National  Monument  and  the 
Savage  Rim  Wilderness  Area. 

For  potential  visibihty  impacts  predicted  to  be  at  or  above  a  "^ 
just  noticeable  change"  of  0.5  deciview  for  any  day,  the  FLAG 
Draft  Phase  I  Report  states  "The  FLM  (federal  land 
management  agency)  would  take  into  account  magnitude, 
frequency,  duration,  and  other  factors  in  making  an  adverse 
impact  determination"  as  required  under  the  PSD  procedures  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  (New  Source  Review).  Given  the  results  of  the 
conservative  visibihty  screening  level  analysis  (method  2) 
reported  in  the  DEIS  (Section  4.1.1.6,  Cumulative  Impacts)  and 
the  FLAG  Draft  Phase  I  Report  analysis  above,  the  potential  for 
significant  adverse  impacts  was  based  on  the  more  refined 
visibihty  impact  analysis  (method  4). 

Comment  Response  3  -  Since  there  are  no  air  quahty  regulatory 
limits  or  standards  defining  a  significant  adverse  visibihty  impact 
level,  the  BLM  followed  NEPA  direction  by  including:  "(1)  a 
statement  that  such  information  is  incomplete  or  xmavailable;  (2) 
a  statement  of  the  relevance  of  the  incomplete  or  imavailable 
information  to  evaluating  reasonably  foreseeable  significant 
adverse  impacts  on  the  htmian  environment;  (3)  a  siunmary  of 
existing  credible  scientific  evidence  which  is  relevant  to  evaluating 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse  impacts  on  the 
human  environment,  and  (4)  the  BLM's  evaluation  of  such 
impacts  based  upon  theoretical  approaches  or  research  methods 
generally  accepted  in  the  scientific  community"  (40  C.F.R. 
1502.22(b)). 

As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  (Section  4.1.1.6,  Cumulative 
Impacts),  "A  1.0  deciview  change  is  considered  potentially 
significant  as  adopted  by  the  Grand  Canyon  Visibihty  Transport 
Commission  and  reported  in  Pitchford  and  Malm  (1994).  A  1.0 
deciview  change  is  defined  as  about  a  10%  change  m  the 
extinction  coefficient,  which  is  a  small  but  perceptible  scenic 
change  imder  many  circimistances.  The  1.0  deciview  value 
corresponds  to  a  2  to  5%  change  in  contrast,  for  a  "black  target' 
against  a  clear  sky,  at  the  most  optically  sensitive  distance  from 
an  observer.  Factors  such  as  the  magnitude  of  deciview  change, 
frequency,  time  of  the  year,  and  the  meteorological  conditions 
diuing  times  when  deciview  thresholds  are  above  1.0  (as  well  as 
inherent  conservatism  in  the  modeling  analyses)  should  all  be 
considered  when  determining  the  significance  of  potential 
impacts." 
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Table  7.6  FLAG  "Draft  Phase  I  Report"  Predicted  Visibility  Impacts  in  PSD  Class  I  and  II  Sensitive  Areas,  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project,  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  Wyoming,  1999.  ' 


Location 


Direct  Project  Sources 


No  Action  Sources 


Total  Cumulative  Sources 


Federal  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Receptors 

Bridger  Wilderness  0 

Fitzpatrick  Wilderness  0 

Mount  Zirkel  Wilderness  0 

Rawah  Wilderness  0 

Federal  PSD  Class  II  Sensitive  Receptors 

Dinosaur  National  Monument  0 

Popo  Agie  Wilderness  0 

Wind  River  Roadless  Area  0 

Federal  PSD  Class  Il/Wyoming  PSD  Class  I  Sensitive  Receptor 

Savage  Run  Wilderness  0 


4 
0 
2 
4 

0 
3 
2 


5 
0 
2 
5 

2 
5 
2 


Number  of  days  at  or  above  a  "^  just  noticeable  change"  of  0.5  deciview. 

Direct  project  soiu-ces  include  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Proposed  Action  activities. 


Since  the  DEIS  was  published,  EPA  issued  their  Final  Regional 
Haze  Regulations  (40  C.F.R.  51.300  et  seq.,  64  Federal 
Register  126,  July  1, 1999)  which  also  considered  various  visibility 
impact  measiu-es.  As  stated  by  EPA  "The  final  rule  maintains 
the  deciview  as  the  principle  visibility  metric  used  in  establishing 
reasonable  progress  goals,  in  defining  baseline,  current,  and 
natiu^al  conditions,  and  in  tracking  changes  in  visibility  conditions 
over  time.  States  may  choose  to  express  visibility  changes  in 
terms  of  other  metrics,  such  as  visual  range  or  light  extinction,  as 
well  as  in  terms  of  deciview." 

EPA  reached  this  conclusion  because  the  deciview  "metric 
expresses  uniform  changes  in  haziness  in  terms  of  common 
increments  across  the  entire  range  of  visibiUty  conditions,  from 
pristine  to  extremely  hazy  conditions"  and  "a  one  deciview  change 
in  heiziness  is  a  small  but  noticeable  change  in  haziness  under 
most  circumstances  when  viewing  scenes  in  Class  I  areas."  The 
Final  Regional  Haze  regulations  further  state:  "The  EPA 
beheves  the  deciview  metric  has  been  adequately  reviewed  for 
use  in  the  regional  haze  program.  The  deciview  concept  was 
introduced  in  1994  in  an  article  appearing  in  the  peer-reviewed 
journal  Atmospheric  Environment.  It  was  presented  in  the  1996 
Criteria  Document  for  the  PM  NAAQS  as  a  valid  metric  for 
characterizing  visibility  impairment.  The  EPA  also  recognized 
the  deciview  as  an  appropriate  metric  for  regulatory  purposes  in 
Chapter  8  of  the  1996  Staff  Paper  for  the  PM  NAAQS  review. 
Both  of  these  documents  were  reviewed  and  accepted  by  the 
Clean  Air  Scientific  Advisory  Committee.  Visibility  conditions  at 
Class  I  areas  have  been  characterized  in  terms  of  deciview  in 
summary  reports  on  the  IMPROVE  visibility  monitoring 
network."  The  EPA  also  supported  use  of  the  deciview  metric 
because  it  satisfies  the  National  Academy  of  Science  (NAS) 


Committee  on  Haze  in  National  Parks  and  Wilderness  Areas  for 
"development  of  an  index  that  takes  into  accoimt  both 
measurement  of  physical  changes  (i.e.,  changes  in  air  quality) 
with  elements  of  human  perception."  Further,  the  Congressional 
Research  Service  found  "that  the  deciview  index  'conforms 
closely  to  the  NAS  recommendation  cited  above." 

When  questioned  whether  a  1.0  deciview  change  is  "the  threshold 
of  perception  [a  "just  noticeable  change"]  in  all  cases  for  all 
scenes,"  EPA  agreed  "that  a  one  deciview  change  should  not  be 
considered  the  threshold  of  perception  in  all  cases  for  all  scenes. 
The  EPA  believes  that  visibility  changes  of  less  than  one  deciview 
are  likely  to  be  perceptible  in  some  cases,  especially  where  the 
scene  being  viewed  is  highly  sensitive  to  small  amounts  of 
pollution.  The  EPA  also  acknowledges  the  technical  point  made 
by  some  commenters  that  for  other  types  of  scenes  with  other 
site-specific  conditions,  [Footnote  70:  For  example,  where  the 
sight  path  to  a  scenic  feature  is  less  than  the  maximimi  visual 
range]  a  change  of  more  than  1  deciview  might  be  required  in 
order  for  the  change  to  be  perceptible.  However,  EPA  wishes 
to  emphasize  that  the  overall  goal  of  the  regional  haze  program 
is  not  to  track  changes  in  visibility  for  only  certain  vistas  at  a 
specific  Class  I  area.  Rather,  the  program  is  designed  to  track 
changes  in  regional  visibility  for  the  range  of  possible  views  of 
sky  and  terrain  found  in  any  Class  I  area,  and  to  assure  progress 
toward  the  national  goal.  For  this  purpose,  EPA  supports  the 
use  of  the  deciview  metric  as  calculated  fi'om  ambient  monitoring 
data  for  tracking  changes  in  regional  visibility."  EPA  concluded 
"Thus,  although  a  1  deciview  change  may  not  be  the  threshold  of 
perception  in  all  situations,  the  fundamental  advantage  of  using 
the  deciview  remains:  the  deciview  metric  expresses  uniform 
changes  in  haziness  in  terms  of  common  increments  across  the 
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entire  range  of  visibility  conditions,  from  pristine  to  extremely 
hazy  conditions." 

Again,  since  there  is  no  applicable  regulatory  visibility  standard 
or  threshold,  the  BLM  evaluated  potential  visibiUty  impacts 
"based  upon  theoretical  approaches  or  research  methods 
generally  accepted  in  the  scientific  community."  The  DEIS 
compared  the  potential  visibihty  impact  analysis  results  to  both 
the  1.0  deciview  "just  noticeable  change"  significance  threshold 
level  and  the  USPS  "^  of  a  just  noticeable  change"  0.5  deciview 
Limit  of  Acceptable  Change.  Certainly  any  organization  may 
select  any  other  significance  level  for  their  own  purposes,  and  the 
BLM  agrees  that  selecting  a  visibility  threshold  of  significance 
less  that  1.0  deciview  would  be  more  restrictive,  but  not  generally 
perceptible. 

Fmally,  when  the  BLM  presented  its  basis  for  usmg  1.0  deciview 
"just  noticeable  change"  as  a  visibility  impact  significance 
threshold  at  the  EPA  Region  8  federal  Leadership  Forum 
meeting  (Boettcher  Mansion  Conference  Center,  Golden, 
Colorado,  June  24, 1999),  USPS  staff  indicated  the  developers  of 
the  deciview  metric  (Pitchford  and  Malm)  were  dismayed  that 
their  publication  was  being  quoted  selectively  and  otherwise 
misrepresented.  The  BLM  has  contacted  both  authors 
requesting  written  clarification  indicating  which  parts  of  their 
pubUcation  should  either  be  deleted,  revised,  or  supplemented 
with  new  information.  The  BLM  has  not  yet  received  a  written 
response  from  the  authors. 

Comment  Response  4  -  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Executive 
Summary,  page  vi)  "BLM-approved  activities  must  comply  with 
all  appUcable  local,  state,  tribal,  and  federal  air  quality  laws, 
statues,  regulations,  standards,  and  implementation  plans"  and  on 
DEIS  page  4-20  "there  is  no  applicable  state  or  federal  regulatory 
visibihty  standard." 

The  Clean  Air  Act  does  require  federal  land  management 
agencies  to  exercise  their  "affirmative  responsibility"  to  protect 
the  AQRVs  (including  visibility)  within  mandatory  federal  PSD 
Class  I  areas,  indicating  to  the  appropriate  air  quality  regulatory 
agency  whether  a  specific  proposed  facility  would  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  such  values  (through  federal  land  manager 
participation  in  the  New  Source  Review  process).  For  the 
limited  purposes  of  the  PSD  Permit  review,  it  is  appropriate  for 
the  federal  land  management  agency  to  select  any  significance 
threshold  (or  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change)  necessary  to  meet 
their  poUcy  requirements.  Since  a  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change 
is  neither  a  regulatory  limit  nor  regulatory  standard,  it's 
exceedance  alone  would  not  violate  any  local,  state,  tribal,  and 
federal  air  quality  regulatory  requirement. 

Where  there  is  no  applicable  regulatory  visibility  standard  or 
threshold,  NEPA  directs  the  preparing  agency  to  determine  and 
disclose  an  appropriate  impact  significance  threshold  using 
"existing  [relevant]  credible  scientific  evidence"  based  on 
"theoretical  approaches  or  research  methods  generally  accepted 
in  the  scientific  community."  The  DEIS  compared  potential 
visibility  impact  analysis  results  to  both  the  1.0  deciview  "just 
noticeable  change"  significance  threshold  level  (based  on  best 
science)    and   the   USPS   "^   of   a  just   noticeable   change" 
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0.5  deciview  Lunit  of  Acceptable  Change  (based  on  their  own 
pohcy). 

Although  the  USPS  has  no  authority  to  require  any  agency  to  use 
its  poUcy  based  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  for  any  purpose,  the 
BLM  chose  to  analyze  and  report  potential  visibihty  impacts 
using  the  USPS  values  for  disclosure  purposes  only.  Certainly 
any  organization  may  select  any  other  significance  level  for  their 
own  purposes,  and  the  BLM  agrees  that  selecting  a  visibihty 
threshold  of  significance  less  that  1.0  deciview  would  be  more 
restrictive,  but  not  generally  perceptible.  Please  also  see 
Comment  Responses  1  and  3,  above  and  Section  7.2.91.2, 
Comment  Response  32,  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  5  -  Please  see  Comment  Responses  2,  above 
and  40,  below  and  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2,  Comment  Response  32. 

Comment  Response  6  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quahty 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II 
-  4.4.  Dispersion  Modeling  Options): 

"The  refined  analysis  (method  4)  used  hourly  direct 
IMPROVE  transmissometer  optical  extinction 
measurements  for  defining  the  actual  visibility 
conditions  observed  throughout  1995.  Therefore,  the 
meteorological  conditions  which  occurred  in  defining 
the  actual  background  are  the  same  as  those  apphed 
in  the  modeling  analysis.  The  IMPROVE 
transmissometer  values  measured  at  the  Bridger 
Wilderness  Area  were  assumed  to  be  representative  of 
the  Wind  River  Roadless  Area,  and  the  Bridger, 
Fitzpatrick,  and  Popo  Agie  Wilderness  Areas.  The 
IMPROVE  transmissometer  values  measured  at 
Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  were  assumed  to  be 
representative  of  Dinosaur  National  Moniunent,  and 
the  Moimt  Zirkel,  Rawah,  and  Savage  Rim  Wilderness 
Areas. 

In  CALPOST  method  4,  hourly  transmissometer 
measurements  are  averaged  to  compute  24-hour 
average  backgroimd  extinction  values  for  each  day  in 
1995.  The  main  advantage  of  this  technique  is  that 
correlations  between  meteorological  conditions,  actual 
visibility  conditions,  and  potential  source  impacts  can 
be  evaluated  in  the  delta  deciview  calculation  rather 
than  using  the  conservative  long-term  mean  of  the 
20%  cleanest  seasonal  visibility  background  data  alone. 
For  this  reason,  method  4  is  considered  the  "refmed" 
technique.  Because  method  4  compares  potential 
visibility  impacts  to  the  entire  range  (from  the  1% 
level  to  the  100%  level)  of  actual  measured 
background  visibility  conditions,  it  may,  in  fact, 
produce  larger  peak  visibility  impacts  than  method  2 
which  only  uses  the  90%  level.  Since  the  method  2 
screening  approach  assumes  the  20%  cleanest  visibihty 
conditions  would  occur  every  day  of  the  year,  the  peak 
impact  would  be  less,  but  the  number  of  days 
predicted  to  have  perceptible  impacts  would  be 
greater,  method  4  is  simply  designed  to  use  more 
detailed  information  on  the  actual  background  visibihty 
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conditions  measured  during  1995  when  potential 
soiu'ce  impacts  on  visibility  are  predicted  in  the 
sensitive  areas." 

Because  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  visibility 
screening  analysis  (method  2)  assumes  the  20th  percentile 
cleanest  seasonal  IMPROVE  fine  particulate  matter 
concentrations  would  occur  on  every  day  of  the  year,  the  visibiUty 
screening  analysis  (method  2)  simply  cannot  provide  "more 
realistic  estimates"  of  visibility  impacts  than  the  more  refined 
visibihty  impact  analysis  (method  4)  based  on  direct  hourly 
optical  measurements. 

In  addition,  IWAQM  (EPA  1998)  does  not  specify  the  period  of 
"baseline  visibility  data,"  nor  does  IWAQM  indicate  a  preference 
for  "at  least  a  5  year  average."  IWAQM  does  state  "As  noted 
previously,  visibility  analyses  are  compared  against  a  background 
condition.  The  estimates  of  background  visibility  conditions  at 
Class  I  areas  are  derived  from  the  IMPROVE  (Interagency 
Monitoring  of  PROtected  Visual  Environments)  network.  There 
are  several  methods  of  obtaining  estimates  of  the  background 
visibility.  These  include  reconstructed  extinction  from  speciated 
measurements  of  particulate  matter,  direct  measurement  of 
extinction  with  a  transmissometer,  and  estimates  of  extinction 
from  photographs." 

The  statement  that  "visibihty  impacts  on  'dirty  days'  are  less 
apparent  to  the  himian  eye"  is  also  incorrect.  As  stated  in  the 
IWAQM  document,  the  deciview  visibihty  "index  was  specifically 
designed  so  that  anywhere  along  its  scale,  haziness  changes  that 
are  equally  perceptible  correspond  to  the  same  deciview 
difference.  For  example,  a  3  dv  [deciview]  difference  caused  by 
a  change  in  air  quahty  should  result  in  about  the  same  perceived 
change  in  haziness,  whether  under  clean  or  highly  poUuted 
conditions." 

However,  adding  equal  air  pollutant  amoimts  into  either  clean  or 
polluted  background  conditions  will  certainly  have  different  visual 
impacts,  and  if  future  background  optical  conditions  are  more 
clear  than  those  measured  in  1995,  greater  potential  visibility 
impacts  would  be  predicted.  Similarly,  if  future  backgroimd 
optical  conditions  are  less  clear  than  those  measured  in  1995, 
fewer  potential  visibihty  impacts  would  be  predicted. 

Finally,  as  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Dociunent  text  (Volume  II  - 
Appendix  C  -  Analysis  of  Visibility  Data  m  SW  Wyoming  and 
NW  Colorado)  "In  order  to  assist  in  determining  the 
'representativeness'  of  1995  optical  data,  Mr.  Neth  also  prepared 
graphical  displays  of  seasonal  and  annual  10-50-90  percentile 
Standard  Visual  Range  bar  charts  for  the  Bridger  and  Rocky 
Moxmtain  optical  data  period  of  record  (Fall  1988  through 
Summer  1997).  As  would  be  expected,  both  monitoring  locations 
showed  an  annual  cycle  with  the  highest  (most  clear)  conditions 
occurring  in  Winter,  and  the  lowest  (most  obscured)  conditions 
occurring  in  Simimer/Fall.  In  general,  the  1995  data  year  was 
well  within  extreme  values  measured  in  other  years  (it  was 
neither  the  'most  clear'  or  'most  obscured'  data  year),  although 
the  range  of  difference  between  the  10th  and  90th  percentile 
values  was  less  than  most  other  data  years." 


Comment  Response  7  -  As  clearly  described  m  the  Air  Quahty 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II 
-  5.2  Visibihty  Impacts): 

"It  is  also  important  to  remember  that  both  the 
screening  (method  2)  and  refined  (method  4)  visibihty 
impact  analyses  assiuned:  1)  reconstructed  or 
measured  background  conditions  measured  at  one 
location  were  representative  of  the  entire  sensitive 
area  (as  well  as  other  sensitive  areas);  2)  the 
maximum  modeled  24-hour  primary  and  secondary 
particulate  matter  concentration  at  one  location  was 
representative  of  the  entire  sensitive  area;  and  3)  these 
predicted  conditions  would  occur  uniformly  throughout 
the  calculated  view  distance  (i.e.,  250  km).  These  are 
conservative  assumptions." 

The  BLM  regrets  any  confusion  it  caused  by  referring  to  the 
assumption  "reconstructed  or  measured  background  conditions 
measured  at  one  location  were  representative  of  the  enthe 
sensitive  area  (as  well  as  other  sensitive  areas)"  as  conservative. 
This  assumption  neither  overestimates  nor  underestimates 
potential  impacts. 

However,  assimiing  the  maximum  primary  and  secondary 
particulate  matter  concentrations  predicted  at  any  smgle  location 
within  the  sensitive  area  would  occur  evenly  throughout  the 
entire  sensitive  area,  as  well  as  in  all  directions  throughout  the 
entire  visual  range  (up  to  himdreds  of  kilometers),  are  very 
conservative  assumptions.  The  Revised  Air  Quahty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  5.2 
Visibihty  Impacts)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  that  the  last  two 
assumptions  are  very  conservative.  Please  also  see  Comment 
Response  44  below. 

Comment  Response  8  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  44  below. 


Comment   Response  9 
Comment  Response  29. 


Please   see   FEIS   Section  7.2.84.2, 


Comment  Response  10  -  As  described  in  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2, 
Comment  Response  34,  the  BLM  chose  to  use  an  advisory 
stakeholder  process  to  prepare  a  protocol  describing  the 
methodology  the  BLM  intended  to  use  prior  to  conducting  the 
air  quaUfy  impact  assessment. 

The  advisory  stakeholder  team  included  representatives  of:  the 
Operators  (Amoco  Oil  Company,  Merit  Energy  Company,  Union 
Pacific  Resources  Company,  Yates  Petroleum,  Snyder  Oil 
Corporation,  and  others);  the  analysis  contractors  (TRC  Mariah 
Associates,  Inc.,  Earth  Tech,  Inc.,  and  Gary  Holsan 
Environmental  Planning);  the  state  air  quahfy  regulatory  agencies 
(Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quahty-Air  Quahty 
Division  and  Colorado  Department  of  PubUc  Health  and 
Environment- Air  Pollution  Control  Division);  the  federal 
agencies  (EPA,  USFS,  BLM,  and  National  Park  Service);  a  tribal 
agency  (the  Wind  River  Envhonmental  Quahty  Commission); 
and  an  environmental  organization  (the  Wyoming  Outdoor 
Council). 
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Prior  to  and  during  advisory  stakeholder  meetings,  the  BLM 
emphasized  that  the  team's  purpose  was  to  enhance  cooperation 
before  the  BLM  conducted  its  air  quality  impact  assessment, 
rather  than  to  simply  risk  receiving  adversarial  comments  on  the 
DEIS.  The  BLM  also  expressed  a  desire  to  obtain  consensus, 
but  insisted  that  where  consensus  was  not  possible  the  BLM  was 
solely  responsible  for  conducting  the  assessment.  Apparently, 
some  stakeholder  participants  either  misunderstood  or  chose  to 
ignore  the  advisory  nature  of  the  team.  This  may  be  because  in 
most  cases  consensus  was  reached  and  the  BLM  conducted  the 
air  quality  unpact  assessment  as  discussed  by  the  advisory 
stakeholders. 

Three  formal  advisory  stakeholder  team  meetings  were  held,  and 
formal  stakeholder  comments  were  sohcited  imtil  April  10, 1998. 
In  addition,  the  BLM  also  communicated  with  individual 
stakeholder  team  members  as  needed  prior  to  issuing  the  Final 
Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol  on  September  28,  1998 
(BLM  1998e).  All  "protocol  and  modeling  related  decisions" 
were  made  by  the  BLM,  and  not  by  any  other  stakeholder 
(including  Amoco  Oil  Company). 

Finally,  as  clearly  stated  in  the  Final  Protocol  (Page  1)  "The 
purpose  of  this  protocol  is  to  ensure  that  the  approach,  input 
data,  computational  methods,  etc.,  are  acceptable  to  BLM,  and 
that  mterested  parties  have  had  the  opportimity  to  review  and 
provide  input,  before  the  study  is  initiated."  In  a  few  instances, 
based  on  unforeseen  circumstances  after  the  Final  Protocol  was 
issued,  the  BLM  modified  the  air  quality  impact  assessment 
procedures.  These  changes  are  described  \n  the  Revised  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (BLM 
1999d)  and  were  discussed  at  a  preliminary  results  presentation 
for  the  BLM's  Wyoming  State  Director  (held  February  16, 1999). 
The  entire  advisory  stakeholder  team  was  invited  to  attend  that 
presentation  and  to  present  any  comments  at  that  time. 
Although  not  required  by  NEPA,  using  an  advisory  stakeholder 
process  to  assist  the  BLM  in  implementing  it's  authority  and 
responsibility  to  conduct  air  quality  impact  assessments  is 
consistent  with  existing  NEPA  regulations. 

Comment  Response  11  -  As  required  by  NEPA,  the  BLM 
addresses  each  of  its  potential  management  decisions  separately 
depending  on  the  specific  Proposed  Action.  Although  there  is  no 
"standard"  air  quality  impact  analysis  methodology,  the  BLM 
follows  the  federal  NEPA  regulations  faithfully.  Regarding 
individual  Proposed  Actions  and  alternatives,  the  methods  used 
to  evaluate  potential  air  quality  impacts  are  determined  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  This  is  consistent  with  NEPA  direction  to 
discuss  impacts  "in  proportion  to  their  significance"  (40  C.F.R. 
1502.2(b))  and  to  apply  analysis  methods  that  are  generally 
accepted  in  the  scientific  community  (40  C.F.R.  1502.24).  It  is 
logical  that  the  BLM  may  xise  much  of  the  same  data  and  many 
of  the  same  methods  as  state,  tribal,  or  local  air  quality 
regulatory  agencies  (which  must  be  standard  by  law);  however, 
NEPA  specifies  only  the  systematic  approach  (depending  on  the 
scope,  potential  si^iificance,  etc.)  and  not  standard  air  quality 
impact  assessment  methods  to  adequately  disclose  potential  air 
quality  impacts  from  a  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives  before 
such  activities  are  authorized. 


Comment  Response  12  -  The  BLM  regrets  any  confusion  it 
caused  by  referring  to  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  as  a  PSD 
Class  II  area. 

Under  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7472),  all 
international  parks,  national  Wilderness  Areas,  national 
memorial  parks  over  5,000  acres,  and  national  parks  over  6,000 
acres  in  existence  on  August  7,  1977,  were  designated  as 
mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  areas.  All  other  areas  classified 
as  either  "attainment"  or  "unclassified"  pursuant  to  the  National 
Ambient  Air  QuaUty  Standards  were  designated  as  PSD  Class  II 
areas.  A  formal  process  for  redesignation  of  PSD  Class  II  areas 
to  either  Class  I  or  Class  III  was  also  defmed  (42  U.S.C.  7474). 
The  federal  visibility  protection  goal  and  requirements  (42  U.S.C. 
7491  and  7492)  are  appHcable  only  within  mandatory  federal  PSD 
Class  I  areas.  In  addition,  mandatory  federal  PSD  Class  I  areas 
may  not  be  redesignated,  although  the  spatial  extent  may  vary  if 
the  original  area's  boimdary  is  modified  (i.e..  Wilderness  Area 
boimdary  expansions,  etc.) 

Under  the  State  of  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and 
Regulations  (Section  24(c)  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration),  all  national  parks,  national  Wilderness  Areas,  and 
national  memorial  parks  in  Wyoming  (regardless  of  size)  as  of 
January  25,  1979,  were  designated  Class  I  and  may  not  be 
redesignated.  Among  other  preconstruction  permit  application 
requirements,  the  State  of  Wyoming  requires  that  an  analysis  be 
conducted  of  potential  impairment  to  visibility,  soils  and 
vegetation  having  significant  commercial  or  recreational  value, 
and  other  associated  growth  that  would  occur. 

Since  the  Savage  Run  WOdemess  Area  was  established  imder  the 
Endangered  American  Wilderness  Act  of  1978  (P.L.  95-237, 
February  24,  1978)  and  has  not  been  redesignated  as  prescribed 
m  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  7474),  it  is  a  federal  PSD 
Class  II  area  and  a  State  of  Wyoming  Class  I  area.  Similarly, 
since  the  Cloud  Peak,  Encampment  River,  Gros  Ventre,  Huston 
Park,  Jedediah  Smith,  Platte  River,  Popo  Agie,  and  Wmegar 
Hole  Wilderness  Areas  were  established  imder  the  Wyoming 
Wilderness  Act  of  1984  (P.L.  98-550,  October  30,  1984),  they  are 
all  federal  and  State  of  Wyoming  PSD  Class  II  areas. 

As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Executive  Summary,  page  vi) 
"BLM  approved  activities  must  comply  with  all  applicable  local, 
state,  tribal,  and  federal  air  quality  laws,  statues,  regulations, 
standards,     and     implementation     plans."  Therefore, 

BLM-approved  activities  are  required  to  conduct  an  analysis  of 
potential  visibility  impairment  within  the  Savage  Rim  Wilderness 
Area  under  State  of  Wyoming  regulations,  even  though  the 
National  Visibility  Goal  and  Regulations  are  not  applicable.  In 
addition,  potential  air  quality  impacts  within  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  would  be  limited  by  appUcable  federal  PSD 
Class  II  increments  and  State  of  Wyoming  PSD  Class  I 
increments. 

Both  the  FEIS  text  (Section  3.1.2,  Air  Quality;  Map  3.1; 
Section  4.1.1.6,  Ciunulative  Impacts;  Table  4.4;  and  Table  4.6) 
and  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  text  (Executive  Summary  -  pages  ii  and  iii. 
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Volume  I  -  1.0  Introduction,  Volume  II  -  1.0  Introduction, 
Figure  1-1,  and  Table  5-3)  have  been  revised  to  clarify  the  status 
of  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  as  recommended. 

Comment  Response  13  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  44 
below. 

Comment  Response  14  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2, 
Comment  Response  32,  and  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment 
Response  2. 

Comment  Response  15  -  As  described  in  Comment  Response  10, 
above,  the  BLM  chose  to  use  an  advisory  stakeholder  process  to 
prepare  a  protocol  describmg  the  methodology  the  BLM 
intended  to  use  prior  to  conducting  the  air  quality  impact 
assessment.  That  formal  process  was  completed  when  the  Final 
Protocol  was  issued  on  September  28,  1998.  The  visibility 
analysis  was  done  in  a  "technically  supportable"  manner,  and  no 
re-analysis  is  necessary.  Please  also  see  Comment  Responses  1, 
3,  4,  and  6,  above;  Comment  Response  38,  below;  FEIS 
Section  7.2.84.2,  Comment  Response  32;  and  FEIS  Section 
7.2.93.2,  Comment  Response  2. 

Comment  Response  16  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  2,  above 
and  40,  below  and  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2,  Comment  Response  32. 

Comment  Response  17  -  NADP  sites  in  Sinks  Canyon  or  South 
Pass  were  not  included  in  the  Final  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Protocol,  nor  were  they  used  in  the  deposition 
modeling  analysis.  The  Acid  Neutralizing  Capacity  (ANC)  and 
pH  of  the  sensitive  lakes  (Deep  Lake  and  Saddlebag  Lake)  were 
suppUed  by  the  USFS  and  were  used  in  the  deposition  modeling. 
The  Pinedale  NDDN  site  hoiu-ly  ozone  data  and  hourly 
meteorological  data  (wind  speed,  wind  direction,  temperatm"e, 
relative  himiidity)  were  used  in  the  CALPUFF  and  CALMET 
modeling,  respectively. 

Comment  Response  18  -  The  Rock  Springs  surface  and  Lander 
upper  air  meteorological  data  are  the  most  complete  data  sets 
available  (with  at  least  1  year  of  hourly  measurements)  and  are 
representative  of  the  meteorological  conditions  within  the 
CD/WIIPA.  The  Continental  Divide  (along  the  southern 
boundary  of  the  Great  Divide  Basin)  roughly  divides  the 
CD/WIIPA  in  half  along  1-80;  however,  there  are  no  terrain 
features  along  this  region  of  the  continental  divide  that  would 
significantly  affect  the  meteorology. 

Comment  Response  19  -  Near-field  dispersion  modeling  was 
performed  for  a  patch  of  eight  producing  wells  surrounding  the 
proposed  compressor  station/gas  processing  plant  operating  at 
full  capacity.  Spacing  between  wells  and  to  the  centralized 
compression/gas  processing  facility  was  the  minimum  well 
spacing  defined  in  the  Proposed  Action.  Maximiun  modeled 
concentrations  from  well  emissions  alone  were  foimd  to  occur  at 
receptors  closest  to  the  well.  Maximum  modeled  concentrations 
from  the  compression/gas  processing  facility  were  f oimd  to  occm 
several  hundred  meters  away  from  the  faciUty  but  within  the 
representative  production  area.  Considering  the  "reasonable,  but 
conservative"  soiu-ce  layout  and  emissions  used,  and  the  localized 
natiu"e  of  maximmn  modeled  concentrations,  it  is  reasonable  to 
state  that  adding  addition2d  wells  beyond  the  modeled  well  patch 


would  not  significantly  increase  the  overall  maximum 
concentration. 

Comment  Response  20  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  2,  above 
and  40,  below  and  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2,  Comment  Response  32. 

Comment  Response  21  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS 
(Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative  Impacts)  "The  Pmedale  Antichne 
project  proposal  was  specifically  not  included  in  the  ciunulative 
air  quahty  impact  analysis  as  a  'reasonably  foreseeable' 
development  because  of  its  unsettled,  speculative  status  at  the 
time  the  ciunulative  analysis  was  initiated.  What  may  actually  be 
authorized  for  development  is  unknown.  No  WDEQ-AQD  air 
pollutant  emission  permits  have  been  issued  for  the  proposed 
Pinedale  Anticline  activities.  Thus,  to  include  the  proposed 
project  would  mislead  the  public  and  the  BLM  decisionmaker 
with  insupportable  estimates  of  cumulative  effects  on  the 
resources,  ecosystems,  or  human  commumties.  The  BLM  is 
developing  the  Pinedale  Antichne  air  quahty  impact  assessment 
protocol  through  its  'stakeholder'  process,  and  it  is  clear  the 
Pinedale  Anticline  cumulative  air  quahty  impact  assessment  will 
consider  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs 
projects,  (as  well  as  other  'reasonably  foreseeable,'  authorized,  or 
permitted  actions)." 

Although  the  Pmedale  Anticline  protocol  has  since  been 
prepared  (BLM  1999c),  the  air  quahty  impact  analysis  was  not 
completed,  nor  was  the  DEIS  pubUshed  when  the  CD/WIIPA  an 
quahty  impact  analysis  was  completed.  Therefore,  the 
anticipated  Pmedale  Anticline  project  was  not  a  "reasonably 
foreseeable"  development  for  inclusion  in  this  FEIS,  although  this 
project  is  a  "reasonably  foreseeable"  development  for  inclusion  in 
the  Pinedale  Anticline  DEIS. 

Comment  Response  22  -  As  described  on  DEIS  page  1-9,  the 
BLM  win  not  authorize  oil  an  gas  development  actions  (APDs, 
ROWs)  that  exceed  ciurent  RMP-identified  reasonably 
foreseeable  disturbance  estimates  prior  to  completing  a  RMP 
review  and  possible  amendment.  However,  the  ROD  for  this 
EIS  will  likely  allow  for  some  level  of  oil  and  gas  development 
on  GDRA  lands  (e.g.,  ^  1,655  wells)  pending  completion  of  an 
RMP  review  and  possible  amendment. 

Comment  Response  23  -  The  Revised  Air  Quahty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Docxunent  text  (Volume  I  - 
Executive  Siunmary)  has  been  corrected. 

Comment  Response  24  -  The  Revised  Air  Quahty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  - 
Figures  1.1  and  2.3)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  the  correct 
location  of  the  South  Baggs  project  area.  However,  these  figures 
were  not  used  to  determine  modeled  som^ce  locations  in  the 
analysis,  but  only  to  show  the  approximate  locations  of  general 
featines  within  the  cimiulative  impact  analysis  area.  Modeled 
sources  and  receptors  were  located  using  Universal  Transverse 
Mercator  (UTM)  coordinates  determined  from  USGS  and  BLM 
maps. 

Comment  Response  25  -  The  assumed  time  frames  are  consistent 
between  the  DEIS  and  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical   Support   Docimient    (Volume   I   -   Appendix  Al) 
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emissions  calculations  for  rig  up/rig  down,  pipeline  construction, 
and  well  pad/resource  road  construction.  Because  the 
completion  and  testing  phase  (during  which  flaring  will  take 
place)  is  estimated  to  occur  for  a  maximum  of  15  days,  flaring 
emissions  were  conservatively  calculated  for  a  period  of  15  days, 
24  hours  per  day. 

The  time  durations  for  rig  up/rig  down,  pipeline  construction, 
well  pad/resource  road  construction,  and  completion/testing 
reported  in  the  South  Baggs  DEIS  are  inconsistent  with  those 
used  to  calculate  pollutant  emissions  in  the  Air  QuaUty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  - 
Appendix  A2).  However,  because  activity  duration  estimates 
reported  for  the  CD/WIIPA  were  greater  than  those  reported  m 
the  South  Baggs  EIS,  the  CD/WIIPA  time  durations  were 
conservatively  used  to  calculate  South  Baggs  emission  rates. 

Fmally,  the  Revised  Air  Quahty  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  2.1  Construction  Emissions) 
has  been  revised  to  clearly  describe  the  completion  and  flaring 
emission  assumptions. 

Comment  Response  26  -  As  authorized  under  NEPA  (40  C.F.R. 
1502.21  and  40  C.F.R.  1502.24),  the  BLM  provided  a  detailed 
description  of  the  methodology  used  m  performing  the  air  quahty 
impact  assessment  in  separate  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Documents  (BLM  1999b  and  BLM  1999d). 
The  BLM  also  assembled  all  air  quahty  modeling  inputs,  codes, 
and  results  onto  compact  disks.  All  of  these  materials  were 
available  to  the  general  pubhc  upon  request,  and  copies  were 
provided  "for  inspection  by  potentially  interested  persons  within 
the  tune  allowed  for  comment." 

Comment  Response  27  -  The  Revised  Ah-  QuaUty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  4.1 
Meteorology  and  Figure  1.1)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  the 
correct  location  of  Rawlins,  Wyoming. 

Comment  Response  28  -  A  representative  meteorological  data 
set  was  selected  for  use  in  each  modeling  analysis.  The  Rock 
Springs  data  were  selected  due  m  part  to  Rock  Springs's  close 
proximity  to  the  CD/WIIPA.  These  data  also  best  represent 
typical  regional  meteorology  conditions  in  southwest  Wyoming, 
because  they  exhibit  a  greater  frequency  of  high  wind  speeds  and 
persistent  wind  direction. 

The  South  Baggs  surface  meteorology  data  are  representative  of 
a  small  portion  of  the  CD/WIIPA  and  were  determined  to  be 
most  representative  of  meteorological  conditions  at  the  South 
Baggs  Project  area.  There  are  terrain  features  close  to  the  South 
Baggs  Project  area  that  affect  the  observed  meteorology. 

Comment  Response  29  -  The  Revised  Aii  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  - 
Table  4.1)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  that  the  assumed 
CD/WIIPA  backgroimd  concentrations  were  based  on  data 
collected  throughout  southwestern  Wyoming  and  northern 
Colorado. 

Comment  Response  30  -  The  particulate  modeling  analysis 
mcluded  emissions  from  construction  activities  at  a  single  well 


site,  and  concurrent  construction  of  adjoining  well  sites  is  not 
likely;  therefore,  well  spacing  was  not  addressed. 

However,  the  dispersion  modeUng  analyses  for  CO,  NO,,  and 
HAPs  examined  production  impacts  at  multiple  well  sites.  For 
these  analyses,  the  minimum  well  site  spacing  as  defined  in  the 
Proposed  Action  (and  displayed  m  the  Air  Quahty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document,  Volume  I  -  Figure  5.2) 
was  used  to  maximize  potential  impacts. 

Comment  Response  31  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2, 
Comment  Response  29. 

Comment  Response  32  -  The  Revised  An-  QuaUty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  - 
Table  Bl-1.5)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  describe  the  table's 
contents. 

Comment  Response  33  -  The  Baggs,  Wyommg,  wind  data  were 
initiaUy  used  in  wind  erosion  calculations  for  the  South  Baggs 
Project  area.  Due  to  the  similarity  in  surface  disturbance  size  in 
the  CD/WIIPA,  the  South  Baggs  calculated  wmd  erosion 
emissions  were  also  used  in  the  CD/WIIPA  inventory.  This 
assumption  resulted  in  an  underestimation  of  wind  erosion 
emissions  m  the  CD/WIIPA. 

The  use  of  Rock  Springs  wind  data  would  mcrease  wind  erosion 
emissions  by  approximately  55%.  The  calculated  TSP  emissions 
from  weU  pad  wind  erosion  increase  from  123  Ibs/hr  to 
190  Ibs/hr,  and  PM-10  emissions  from  61  Ib/hr  to  95  Ib/hr. 

This  mcrease  in  wind  erosion  TSP  and  PM-10  emissions  would 
increase  the  CD/WIIPA  modeled  concentrations.  The  maximum 
modeled  total  24-hour  TSP  concentration  would  mcrease  from 
123.9  fig/ra^  to  149.8  ^g/m\  The  maximum  modeled  total 
24-hour  PM-10  concentration  would  increase  from  54.8  ^g/m'  to 
66.7  /tg/m^  and  the  maximum  total  annual  PM-10  concentration 
would  increase  from  19.8  /tg/m^  to  20.0  /tg/ml 

Both  the  FEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.1  Proposed  Action)  and  the 
Revised  Air  QuaUty  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  I  -  2.4  Wind  Erosion  Emissions,  and 
Table  5.2)  have  been  revised  to  mclude  these  new  values. 

Comment  Response  34  -  As  was  done  for  previous  NEPA 
documents  and  because  the  reference  (Scheffe  1988)  would  not 
otherwise  be  "reasonably  available  for  inspection  by  potentiaUy 
interested  persons"  (40  C.F.R.  1502.21),  the  BLM  mcluded  the 
most  legible  available  copy  in  the  Air  QuaUty  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  -  Appendix  E: 
VOC/NO^  Point  Source  Screening  Tables).  Subsequent  to  yoxu 
comment,  the  BLM  contacted  the  author  for  a  more  legible 
version,  but  the  document  is  currently  out  of  print.  Although  the 
version  printed  for  the  DEIS  is  not  perfect,  the  BLM  finds  the 
text  completely  legible  and  would  gladly  meet  with  the  USPS  to 
jointly  review  the  document. 

Comment  Response  35  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS 
(Section  4.1.1.1  Proposed  Action)  and  in  the  Air  QuaUty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  5.1 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Near-Field  ModeUng  and  5.2 
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South  Baggs  Near-Field  Modeling),  potential  near-field  air 
quality  impacts  were  modeled  separately  for  each  Proposed 
Action.  However,  for  the  far-field  cumulative  analysis  (as 
described  in  the  Final  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol), 
given  the  same  likelihood  of  potential  development,  both  the 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  and  South  Baggs  Proposed 
Actions  were  combined  and  reported  as  "Project  Sources." 
Although  dependent  on  temporal  meteorological  conditions, 
distance  to  sensitive  receptors,  etc.,  it  is  safe  to  assume  the 
combined  predicted  "Project  Sources"  impacts  are  dominated  by 
the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Proposed  Action  (with 
3,000  wells,  five  compressor  stations,  and  one  gas  plant)  rather 
than  the  South  Baggs  Proposed  Action  (with  90  wells  and  one 
compressor  station). 

Comment  Response  36  -  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  - 
Figine  3.2)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  show  the  modeled  wind 
vectors. 

Comment  Response  37  -  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Dociunent  text  (Volume  II  -  4.2 
Modeling  Grid  and  Receptors)  has  been  revised  as 
recommended. 

Comment  Response  38  -  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  As 
clearly  stated  in  of  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  text  (Volimie  II  -  4.4  Dispersion  Modeling 
Options),  "The  relative  humidity  correction  is  intended  to  account 
for  aerosol  growth  by  hygroscopic  particles"  and  "The  tabulated 
relative  humidity  adjustment  factors  in  the  FLAG  report 
(National  Park  Service  1998)  are  used  to  determine  F^.  Unlike 
the  FLAG  protocol,  however,  a  maximum  relative  humidity  of 
90%  has  been  used  in  computing  F^  rather  than  98%,  because 
it  is  highly  imlikely,  due  to  non-uniform  cloudiness,  that 
fundamental  aerosol  and  observed  visibiUty  criteria  (i.e., 
homogenous  atmosphere,  uniform  sky  brightness,  etc.)  would 
occur  under  high  relative  humidity  conditions  in  the  analysis  area. 
The  basis  for  limiting  aerosol  growth  at  90%  relative  hiunidity  is 
because  optical  monitoring  devices  are  not  rehable  at  humidity 
values  above  this  level.  In  CALPOST,  the  FLAG  methodology 
is  implemented  as  visibiUty  method  2." 

The  basic  formula  for  calculating  visibiUty  impacts,  developed  by 
H.  Koschmieder  in  1924,  includes  the  assumption  that  sky 
brightness  at  the  observer  is  similar  to  sky  brightness  at  the 
observed  object.  As  described  in  "Protecting  VisibiUty  -  An  EPA 
Report  to  Congress"  (EPA  1979)  "The  effect  on  visual  range  of 
inhomogeneous  illumination,  such  as  that  under  scattered  clouds, 
is  difficult  to  analyze  by  elementary  methods.  Limited 
experimental  evidence  indicates  that  this  effect  may  not  be  great 
for  short  visual  ranges  (less  than  50  km)";  however,  "The  studies 
were  conducted  in  relatively  poUuted  conditions.  The  effect  of 
scattered  clouds  or  differing  sky  brightness  on  visual  range  in 
clean  areas  should  be  further  investigated." 

In  1991,  the  U.S.  National  Acid  Precipitation  Assessment 
Program  (NAPAP  1991),  m  their  "Report  24  -  VisibiUty:  Foisting 
and  Historical  Conditions  -  Causes  and  Effects"  stated  "To  the 
person  on  the  street  (and  to  perception  investigators),  visibiUty 
is    associated   with    changes    in    the    appearance    of   scenic 


characteristics  (e.g.,  changes  in  color,  loss  of  detail,  or  limits  on 
the  most  distant  visible  feature).  In  addition  to  the  optical 
characteristics  of  the  atmosphere,  Ughting  conditions  and  intrinsic 
scene  characteristics  control  the  appearance  of  scenes.  Lighting 
conditions  change  continuaUy  due  to  variations  in  sim  angle. 
Scene  characteristics  (i.e.,  cloud  cover,  vegetation,  snow  cover, 
etc.)  are  more  erratic  than  sim  angle  changes  and  are  generally 
beyond  quantitative  measurement  or  prediction.  ...  With  a 
number  of  assumptions  and  for  simple  Ughting  conditions  (e.g., 
no  clouds  in  the  sky)  scene  measurements  can  be  used  to 
estimate  optical  indexes."  The  report  further  stated  "there  are  a 
niunber  of  variables  such  as  sim  angle,  cloud  cover,  and  scene 
composition  that  are  firmly  integrated  into  judgments  of  aesthetic 
value  of  a  scenic  resource.  Therefore,  studies  designed  to  assess 
social,  psychological,  or  economical  value  associated  with  a  given 
change  in  atmospheric  particulate  concentration  must  be 
designed  in  such  a  way  that  these  confounding  variables  do  not 
affect  the  outcome  of  the  experiment." 

In  addition,  the  DEIS  appUed  the  deciview  visual  index 
developed  by  Pitchford  and  Malm  (1994)  to  indicate  the  potential 
for  a  "significant  adverse"  visibility  impact.  The  authors 
concluded:  "a  1  to  2  dv  [deciview]  difference  corresponds  to  a 
small,  visibly  perceptible  change  in  scene  appearance  where  the 
assumptions  used  to  develop  the  deciview  scale  are  met."  Their 
assumptions  included  "that  the  sky  radiance  at  the  target  is  the 
same  as  the  sky  radiance  at  the  observer"  (e.g.,  no  clouds  in  the 
sky). 

FinaUy,  IWAQM  (EPA  1998)  makes  no  recommendation 
regarding  the  rejection  of  transmissometer  data  "on  the  basis  of 
RH  unless  it  exceeds  ...  98%."  IWAQM  does  state  "As  noted 
previously,  visibiUty  analyses  are  compared  against  a  backgroimd 
condition.  The  estimates  of  backgroimd  visibiUty  conditions  at 
Class  I  areas  are  derived  fi-om  the  IMPROVE  (Interagency 
Monitoring  of  PROtected  Visual  Environments)  network.  There 
are  several  methods  of  obtaining  estimates  of  the  background 
visibiUty.  These  include  reconstructed  extinction  from  speciated 
measurements  of  particulate  matter,  direct  measurement  of 
extinction  with  a  transmissometer,  and  estimates  of  extinction 
fi-om  photographs." 

In  fact,  the  IMPROVE  "Standard  Operating  Procedures  and 
Technical  Instructions  for  Transmissometer  Systems"  (Air 
Resource  Specialists,  Inc.  n.d.)  and  the  EPA  "VisibiUty 
Monitoring  Guidance"  (EPA  1999)  both  clearly  state  "When  the 
relative  humidity  measured  at  the  receiver  is  greater  than  90%, 
the  corresponding  transmissometer  measurement  is  flagged  as 
having  a  possible  interference"  and  "inferring  a  precise  knowledge 
of  the  meteorological  conditions  along  a  sight  path  at  high 
relative  humidity  from  a  single  point  measurement  is  very 
difficult.  When  the  relative  humidity  is  above  90%  at  one  end  of 
the  path,  small  random  temperature  or  absolute  humidity 
fluctuations  along  the  path  can  lead  to  condensation  of  water 
vapor  causing  meteorological  interferences.  Thus,  in  accordance 
with  the  conservative  philosophy  expressed  above,  the  90% 
relative  humidity  limit  was  selected  for  this  test." 

Comment  Response  39  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2, 
Comment  Response  32,  and  Section  7.2.91.2,  Comment 
Response  30. 
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Comment  Response  40  -  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  - 
4.4  Dispersion  Modeling  Options)  has  been  revised  to  state: 

"It  would  be  desirable  to  have  a  longer  time  period  to 
include  many  more  meteorological-soiu'ce  impact 
events  than  is  possible  in  a  one-year  data  set.  The 
very  conservative,  but  much  simpler,  multi-year 
visibihty  screening  analysis  (method  2)  projected 
impacts  represent  an  upper  estimate  of  potential  air 
quality  impacts  which  are  unlikely  to  actually  be 
reached." 

However,  the  DEIS  included  both  the  very  conservative,  but 
much  simpler,  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  and  the 
more  refined  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  results. 

Finally,  NEPA  does  not  require  the  use  of  any  specific  method, 
including  the  USPS  "protocols,"  for  assessing  potential  visibihty 
unpacts  in  sensitive  areas.  Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2, 
Comment  Response  32,  and  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment 
Response  2. 

Comment  Response  41  -  Although  conditions  may  be  different 
on  the  eastern  side  of  the  Continental  Divide,  the  availabiUty  of 
measured  visibility  data  to  characterize  these  differences  is 
limited.  The  method  2  backgroimd  visibihty  values  provided  by 
the  USPS  did  not  distinguish  between  the  eastern  and  western 
sides  of  the  Continental  Divide.  For  method  4,  the 
transmissometer  data  is  also  only  available  on  the  western  side 
of  the  continental  divide,  so  the  assumption  that  the  Bridger  data 
is  representative  of  the  entire  area  is  necessary,  given  the 
available  data.  Please  also  see  Comment  Response  7,  above. 

Comment  Response  42  -  The  ANC  values  used  for  Deep  Lake 
and  Lower  Saddlebag  Lake  were  those  identified  in  the  Final  Air 
Quahty  Impact  Assessment  Protocol.  Although  the  revised 
values  do  not  have  any  material  impact  on  the  results  or 
conclusions,  the  FEIS  text  (Table  4.5)  and  the  Revised  Air 
QuaUty  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text 
(Volume  II  -  5.3  Deposition  Fluxes  and  Table  5.11)  have  been 
recalculated  based  on  the  revised  backgrotmd  ANC  values 
provided  by  the  USPS. 

Comment  Response  43  -  The  Revised  Air  Quahty  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  - 
5.3  Deposition  Fluxes)  has  been  revised  to  include  the  full  set  of 
atmospheric  deposition/lake  chemistry  equations. 

Comment  Response  44  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II 
-  Appendix  C  Analysis  of  Visibihty  Data  in  SW  Wyoming  and 
NW  Colorado)  "the  1995  Mount  Zirkel  PSD  Class  I  Area 
nephelometer  optical  data  are  flawed,  and  should  not  be  used  in 
the  Continental  Divide/Greater  Wamsutter  11  and  South  Baggs 
Projects  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment,"  "the  Mount  Zirkel  data 
displayed  much  greater  variabihty,  sometimes  up  to  100  km 
changes  m  a  single  day.  The  Mount  Zirkel  data  were  especially 
erratic  in  the  winter  months,  but  even  when  they  'settled  down' 
in  the  siunmer  months,  the  measiu-ed  visibility  values  were 
typically  50  km  higher  (more  clear)  than  either  the  Bridger  or 


Rocky  Moimtain  values.  Erratic  Mount  Zirkel  winter  values 
could  be  consistent  with  local  pollution  source  impacts  and/or 
atmospheric  cleansing  by  snowfall,  and  the  summertime  offset 
could  be  consistent  with  an  incorrect  assumption  of  Rayleigh 
(pure  air)  scattering  and/or  a  background  hght  absorbing 
component.  Regardless  of  the  cause,  the  Moimt  Zirkel  data  are 
too  inconsistent  to  properly  represent  backgroimd  conditions." 

The  assertion  that  "the  only  real  difference  between  the  data  of 
Mt.  Zirkel  and  RMNP  [Rocky  Mountain  National  Park],  is  that 
Mt.  Zirkel  data  shows  cleaner  visibihty"  and  "that  by  erroneously 
using  data  to  represent  Mt.  Zirkel,  the  futiu^e  visibihty  impact  at 
Mt.  Zirkel  from  the  proposed  actions  may  be  greatly 
underestimated"  is  plausible  given  a  very  simphstic  comparison 
of  nephelometer  and  transmissometer  data.  However,  a  more 
thorough  understanding  of  how  these  monitoring  devices  operate 
(EPA  1999)  support  excluding  the  Mount  Zirkel  nephelometer 
data. 

The  Bridger  and  Rocky  Moimtain  transmissometers  measure  the 
actual,  total  optical  extinction  observed  in  the  atmosphere  over 
a  path  length  of  nearly  4  to  8  km  at  elevations  around  2,500  m. 
Transmissometers  do  not  modify  the  atmosphere  in  any  way  and 
directly  measure  hght  absorption  due  to  particles  (such  as  soot) 
and  gases  (such  as  NOj)  and  hght  scattering  due  to  particles 
(both  fine  and  coarse  size  ranges)  and  gasses  (Rayleigh 
scattering).  Most  importantly,  transmissometers  measure  the 
optical  characteristics  that  a  himian  observer  would  see,  that  is, 
a  smoke  plume  or  clouds  in  the  sight  path  will  indicate  high 
extinction  and  low  visibihty. 

The  Moimt  Zirkel  nephelometer  measures  only  a  portion  of  hght 
scattering  due  to  particles  (abbreviated  to  a  170°,  rather  than  a 
180°,  acceptance  angle),  by  drawing  a  continuous  air  sample  into 
a  nearly  20  x  20  x  25-cm  sample  chamber  at  an  elevation  of 
around  3,100  meters.  Nephelometers  cannot  measure  hght 
absorption  due  to  particles  or  gasses  and  measure  only  a  portion 
of  the  coarse  particle  scattering.  Since  nephelometers  are 
periodically  cahbrated  to  "zero"  with  filtered  air,  they  do  not 
directly  measure  gaseous  (Rayleigh)  scattering,  and  unlike 
transmissometers,  cahbration  errors  are  multiphcative  rather  than 
additive  (Sisler  1996).  Finally,  and  most  importantly, 
nephelometers  will  erroneously  indicate  the  best  (most  clear) 
visibihty  conditions  during  precipitation  events  which  remove 
light  scattering  particles  by  wet  deposition  (e.g.,  a  nephelometer 
may  indicate  over  390  km  visibihty  during  a  snow  storm  where 
actual  visibihty  is  less  than  10  m). 

Given  these  physical  differences  in  the  two  visibihty  measuring 
instruments,  the  nephelometer  will  consistently  report  lower 
extinction  (clearer  visibihty)  than  a  transmissometer,  even  if  both 
instruments  were  measuring  exactly  the  same  atmospheric 
conditions. 

Light  scattering  due  to  particle  growth  can  be  very  significant 
imder  high  relative  hiunidity  (RH)  conditions.  For  example, 
given  an  equal  and  constant  concentration  of  fine  (ammonium 
sulfate)  particles,  light  scattering  increases  by  nearly:  2x  at  70% 
RH,  3x  at  80%  RH,  5x  at  90%  RH,  lOx  at  95%  RH,  and  over 
20x  at  98%  RH.  However,  even  though  both  the 
transmissometer  and  nephelometer  measure  increased  optical 
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extinction  due  to  particle  growth  with  increasing  relative 
humidity,  the  interagency  IMPROVE  protocol  identifies 
transmissometer  values  measured  above  90%  relative  humidity 
as  invalid  due  to  meteorological  interference. 

As  clearly  reported  in  the  Air  Quahty  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  II  -  5.2  Visibility 
Impacts),  both  the  Bridger  and  Rocky  Mountain 
transmissometers  measured  nearly  5,000  hours  of  vahd  data 
durmg  1995.  Conversely,  the  "Mt.  Zirkel  Wilderness  Area 
Reasonable  Attribution  Study  of  Visibility  Impairment"  (Watson 
et  al.  1996)  reported  less  than  4,200  hours  of  valid  nephelometer 
data  in  1995.  In  addition,  the  "Attribution  Study"  presented 
hourly  observed  Mount  Zirkel  nephelometer  measurements 
which  fluctuated  wildly  between  10  and  60  Mm-1,  especially 
durmg  winter  periods  at  greater  than  90%  RH,  and  when 
localized  existing  sources  of  sulfate  were  potentially  influencing 
the  nephelometer. 

To  summarize,  given  its  high  sampling  elevation  and  location,  it 
appears  the  Mt.  Zirkel  nephelometer  (when  reporting  vahd  data) 
was  measuring  low  particle  scattermg  within  clouds  (above  the 
mixed  layer),  with  occasional  intrusions  of  sulfate  from  within  the 
mixed  layer,  durmg  much  of  1995.  The  1995  Mt.  Zirkel 
nephelometer  data  were  too  mcomplete  and  inconsistent  to 
properly  represent  background  conditions, 

Comment  Response  45  -  Comments  specific  to  the  South  Baggs 
DEIS  are  addressed  in  the  South  Baggs  FEIS. 


Letter  80  -  Kirk  Steinle,  BP  Amoco,  Page  2 


Pt«e2 

CD/Wn  DEIS  ComaMou 


Pndlcled  ChofiPt  in  A  cid  Ntufralidnff  Caoocltv  in  C/ag  /  cmd  H  .S«alfive  Ijikrr: 

"Potendtl  impacts  w  jensitrvo  likes  would  be  wdl  bd<^y  «ppiic«dl«  agnificam  thrwhoUi,  both  from  [tie 

propo»d  prejoa  iourc«s  tntl  6fora  all  pacenuil  cumuluive  lourco  ccnrt»ned." 

PnUlMci  VMhllitvlmvocL'!  If,  PSD  Claa  I  and  I!  Se,islttvr  Arvas: 

"Tha  rofinoa  visibility  impia  tntlyiis  predioed  that  a  "just  noticciUe  cJwjige"  greitef  than  1 .0  dedvimv 
impact  waiid  occur  on  a  Kngle  day  at  only  iba  PSD  Class  1  lUwah  Wtldemoii  Area  ."    "Tblj  predicted 
inpNct  would  not  fltcDr  fhim  the  project  aonrres  or  tbe  No  Actton  loareei  alone ,  but  fntm  aO  lounm 
conbiDcd  (toul  nunalativa  tourcu).'*  (emphaaia  added) 

TbB  DEIS  goes  on  to  say  thai  a  nunAor  of  reatonibie  bui  eonstfvith'c  (emphtns  added)  anumprioni  were 

made  regarding  tbe  potcntiai  rwource  deveiopment.  Extmptes  of  these  aasumpiioMindudtt;   I)  the  number 

of  wdU  that  may  ultiniardy  be  approved  and  drilled,  2)  tbe  amount  of  comprmuioti  ulUmataly  necesiary  id 

tmupoTt  tlw  produced  natural  gas,  3)  the  type  of  equipment  that  will  bo  med,  4)  and  the  eqitipmeni'i 

■peciflc  location. 

The  bureau  haa  olio  indkued  that  the  analysii  wis  based  on  a  "reasonable  fbresesible''  developtnent 

■canano  which  isduded  sevsn]  oooservative  aasumptions    These  ouumpdoDs  indudad; 

I.  "AH  existing  btci^round  emisaion  sourcei  were  tnuowd  to  operate  at  their  odstiag  emission  ntes 

continually  (no  reductiooi  or  dosures)  throughout  the  Efe  LOP.  " 
Z  "All  pounoal  nicunl  gis  wdis  were  Ktsumad  to  become  fbUy  opendonal  (no  dry  hoies],  and  remain 

openiting  (no  shut  ini)  throughout  the  LOP." 

3,  "M  aanilabvo  cmiai«?n  sources  wore  asaurned  to  operoe  at  their  "reasonably  fisreseMblc"  rawiinutii 

emisaion  rmies  simultzneouaty  throughout  the  LOP."  "While  this  asiumptlon  ii  typically  uced  ia 
modeftng  analyaia,  the  predietad  impacti  wHl  be  •vemated  (emphuis  added)." 

4,  "The  proposed  nttunl  gai  compreaaion  was  assumed  to  operate  conibiuoualy  ihrooyhout  the  LOP." 
"In  reality,  oatunl  gu  compression  oquipment  would  be  added  or  removed  inotmemally  as  required 

by  -weU  field  opcnuionL" 

Id  Kiinmiry  tbe  DEIS  document  stuei  thst  "Bued  on  these  numeroui  "reasooabla,  but  oonswative  anslysis 
usumptions,  which  sctuaily  compound  one  another,  tbe  finijecteil  Inpacls  rvpreteni  aa  upper  cstlinarc 
of  peundal  air  qtuUtr  impacu  which  at*  unlikely  to  be  re«d»d  (etnphaais  added)." 

Section  4.1.1.5,  Mkigition  and  Monltoniift  oudina  additional  potential  BLM-required  mitigBtian  measuraa 
which  could  be  implemented/required  in  the  devoiopment  of  the  CD/WUPA.  If  impieraented  the  BLM  states 
thu  these  mitigation  mcuures  would  fiinhor  reduce  NOx  imiuions  fiwn  tbe  project  arei.  Bated  on  tlw 
mrnilti  of  iho  DEIS  air  quality  unpacis  aaaessmenc,  u  lummariiod  above.  Amoco  Producbon  Company  does 
not  beiieve  that  tbe  addirionti  mitigilioo  rfiicus»ed  is  neceatary  in  the  ongoing  deveJoproeat  of  th«  Gywn 
project  ana.  It  is  Amoca'i  roconrntendation  diu  tbe  project  be  auihorized  without  any  idditioaal  BLM- 
required  mitigaooa  As  noted  in  the  DEIS,  before  the  installation  of  addtriooai  projea  bw  compreision 
could  occur  (the  largeu  project  proposed  NOx  emisww  aouica)  the  Wyoming  DEQ-Air  Quality  Diriiioa 
would  review  the  site  spedBo  air  pollutant  emjiaocs  pre-conirructioti  peraati.  Therefore,  u  the 
devikipment  occurs,  protaeoon  of  the  air  quatoy  roouroe  would  be  left  with  the  agency  whose  duty  it  is  to 
protect  that  resoureo. 

Amoco  believes  it  ii  also  io^wrtaot  to  provide  awnmants,  in  atpport.  of  the  BLM'j  utUintion  of  what  bu 
ooioe  to  be  known  u  the  Method  4  air  impacts  modeling  methotiology  (refiood  anaiyats).  Antoca  would 
■Iso  like  to  malce  commena  oo  aeverd  actual  KOx  emission  reductions  that  have  occuirod  in  iouthwe« 
WyomaigbutWBTmtKCounitdfbrtheCD/WIlEISiirimpacamodefingefftirt.  While  Amoco  does  not 
baiivvfl  additional  air  modelisg  ibould  be  proposed.  It  does  fwl  the  need  to  idemiiV  these  unacoouoiod  for 
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Mr.  Claira  MiUer 

Rxwtins  ridd  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Bojc  2407 

Aawiini.  Wyoming  52301-2407 


.RECEIVED 
JUL  I  5  B99 


R£:  Amoee  7radDctioD  Company  CofflBieati 

Cvniinaatal  DMde/Waraiiitter  IT  Natural  Gas  Project 
Draft  EovironmenUi  I«piKt  Statemeiit 

Don- Mr.  MiHer 

Amoco  pTTxhjction  Compmy  ippreci«t«  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  eomtneaa  for  BLM  cotvidavion 
on  the  Draft  Environmentil  Impia  Statement  (DBfS)  Ibr  tlw  Cona'oeotal  Divide/Wamautlor  n  Natural  Gas 
Prajea.  Amoco  hopes  these  commcms  are  giwn  serious  nanuoa  ts  ttie  BLM  cooriaics  through  the  NEPA 
procan  on  diis  project  proposal.  Ainoco  also  hopes  that  a  omety  dadtion  a  iwlired  that  auibonssa  the  (Ull 
Bold  deveiopmeni  -  proposed  aodoa 

Section  ZJ  Ahamativi  A  -  14  Acn  Maihoua  Snfacc  Dimrbuee  per  PedcriUy  Muaied  Sectioa 
bSRAs's 

I  This  ttternative,  if  lalwtsd,  it  viewed  by  Amoco  ai  being  rntrietiva  and  difGcuhwimplanBtL    Pid 
dovelopaiant,  which  Amoco  has  used  to  the  pn^ect  area,  could  poiendally  make  tttis  aheroative  vtaUl.  But 
uoleas  gas  reserva  are  significant  enough  to  ofbet  (he  additional  cost  of  directional  driUinjt  tUa  attcrnative 
could  make  some  federd  natuni  gas  resources,  that  lie  under  SRA's,  inaccassibie. 

21  The  BLM  must  alio  oaoaider  the  impact  that  tbe  impiemematioo  of  Alternative  A  ud  fi  my  bne  on  BLM. 
I  Monitoring  surftce  disturbance  nun^ien  withm  defined  SRA's  bat  the  potential  to  pkco  additioiial  butdea 
i  on  BLM  field  staff: 

Section  4J.1  Air  QuUty 

Section  4.1.1.3  Mitintion  and  Morhorrnn  -  AdtfitJoni]  Potentiml  BLfc^  RfflniJlTHl  MfTHUfM 
The  cumulative  Impacts  assaasment  that  was  performed  to  pradict  potmdal  fiiture  ftr-Oatd  lir  ((uafity 
bipacu  usEd  the  EPA  darratopcd  CALMET/CALPUFF  modelins  tool.  This  modehag  tool  was  used  U 
pRxlia  maximum  potgoiial  ttr  quality  impaos  bi  nnsitivc  downwind  PSD  Oats  I  ai^  din  n  arvs. 
fanpects  that  wani  predicted  and  praeoied  tadude;  I)deiermtoatiootftbe  PSO  CUislandnN02 
imvUMiC  niffa  be  axoocded.  2)  eakuluo  poteotial  otcrate  and  suUkie  aanoipberic  d«>oaltion  (aid  there 
nUtad  impacta)  to  unsitivi  lakes,  and  3}  predia  pottodal  impacts  to  rt^ioaal  viaibtEty.  The  results  of  tbe 
lir  quifity  impBcti  wawimcK  end  pm&ctad  itnpwita  to  tfaeae  seostive  nmxem  are  aiao  provikd  in  this 
aeedoDofttaeOea.  The  rautts  ire  summuized  as  follows: 

CmiiaiD^IitaalraasLliQZJBaaBXL 

*Cunadativ«  dovot  pio}Kt  i^iaaa  woukt  be  weO  witfati)  app&caMe  PSD  Oaat  I  and  U  UDwrwaa  at 
.fl(.      ■     ■  - 
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ntisaioa  redtaaiom.  Tbeso  reduokms  coupled  with  the  other  ilnuly 
tbe  DEIS  denonstntt  how  the  poteotial  intpactx,  already  idestified  as 
Ekety  an  over-pmBetloa  of  wta  win 


iosignificanl  in  ibo  docuumt.  a 


Firsty  regarding  tbe  utiOzattoaoTtertifaKdanafysia  (Method  4).  It  is  imponaot  to  Doie  that  tbe  Mehod  4 
CKCfaodotogyiacooasttniwtt  EPA  ModdiagOuideBBCS  regarding  the  use  of  background  coocerttratioiaio 
« re6aed  air  quality  impaeu  analysis.  In  aoch  an  analysis  background  conditians  are  nuiyzedaa  a  fimaioa 
of  tbe  mtfeomlogical  cooifltioni.  There  an  sbvsbI  other  attributes  tbat  lend  cred&ility  to  the  calculatioa 
procedure  ihnbu  bean  used  by  BLM.  Fnt,  because  background  measuremeots  ne  made  cootiauooaly 
(hiwly)  a  large  datifaass  it  ivailabla.  Thn  for  a  liii^  yetr  it  ii  pooiblo  to  raeord  all  the  variation  in 
ba(±:ground  viwal  range.  Secentfly,  this  measuraDeiit  hschnique  pravMes  a  path  tattgmed  measurancnt 
(over  1-2  kikmeten)  and  is  a  cBract  measure  oTtheviaial  range  Thtiii  opposed  to  tbe  use  of  the 
IMPROVE  perticnlate  matter  (PM)  concentration  measurcnieirtx  wfaidi  reprvsont  i  single  point  ia  space  wai 
ftom  ttwse  data  a  recoastriKted  visual  nnge  is  cakadated.  Third,  the  diac^  in  visual  mqc  that  were 
cafauUted  in  the  BLM  Method  4  analysialSzs  tbe  enttrvbackgiouiK}  frequency  distribution.  Ttata,  the 
impact  ofdeveiopnieai  was  quantised  for  ibecteaaest  day  as  wtSu  an  other  days.  Agno.  dds  provida 
additiooat  raftsm  in  die  analysis.  It  b  also  important  to  conmut  the  Method  4  methodology  with  tie 
sowmrs  cakulntiora  (Mediod  2)  that  wore  also  perfonned  by  BLM  and  presented  n  the  DEIS.  In  the 
Method  2  cik^ila&oa  proeadure  It  was  assumed  that  bKdcgreund  visual  range  condilions  remaioed  canson, 
at  tbe  90^  percentile  levd  for  all  days  ofa  panimlar  neason.  In  tias  cooiext  it  was  asaumed  that  the  don 
days  wouU  occur  00  every  day  of  tte  yearnd  then  the  model  pretScied  change  m  vtaibifity  was  re&raeed 
to  tfacM  dean  eoncfitiotu.  These  sereeniaB  calcdatkms  present  no  faleaExed  mprcantatiaa  of  the  calodated 
d»n^  m  vaual  iiafe  axi  tive  okulatiae]  have  DO  pfaysieai  raaUty. 

There  is  another  nportan  issue  with  tbe  Method  2  cakaiiatxin  that  Amoco  has  (fiseoveml.  TUttppro^ 
uses  baekBTftmd  vixMl  nnge  measureoMOts,  wfaidi  repnaent  ao  amaga  visual  raoge  ove- mihiple  yen  of 
measuremenu  (approiumaidy  10  years).  Because  the  IM^OVE  PM  samplers  ody  opatite  twice  a  week, 
developing  a  composite  average  is  necessary  b  onlcr  lo  abnlate  a  robust  stttlsttcal  avmge.  The  data  used 
in  Ibe  aoalysb  inckKled  sampiei  ooUected  during  1997.  In  tbe  cocSBn  of  a  oinailativiiEI9  analysis  the  use 
oTaieh  amage  backfround  data  is  very  pmblematic  with  respect  lo  iu  rdstioRstnp  wttta  tbe  oiode&og 
emtsaitms  htventory.  In  the  ammlativs  enaiysit,  sottrces  were  inchided  ia  tbe  modefing  if  tbdr  impacts  ira 
not  faKbided  ■  tbe  faadcgrowd  naawraments.  The  proUera  tdantiSed  is  that  by  unig  ndliple  yaan  irf* 
background  data  bacomes  Uurred  Bitd  the  poteotial  exists  Kr  double  cotinting  KNiica  ia^aoi  throu^ 
oiod^  and  badtgraund  measurements.  Uaog  Metfaod  2  ki  the  DfilS,  tlure  was  substaiaial  double 
ctwntingofsotfCQia  tbe  permitted  but  not  constructed  cat^ory.  Tbe  bukgrouad  oBasureaients  used 
reBcctedconfitioni  through  1977  (Bridger  IMS  through  1997  and  MtZbkd  1994  tlnai^  1997).  The 
emission  anaatory  ttaad  in  tfaa  CDAVn  EI5  modeBng  tvOeos  flouica  n  the  pernatttd  but  not  contrn^ 
cattiDiybeginDingial994.  Ttav sourcos that  beeDmaoparatioDaI,wtaniriBatfld  their  opntiogpera^ 
bwmen  1994  and  1997  lave  tmpaca  thai  are  potentiaBydoafahcoaiaed  in  tbe  Boalysia.  QiKtaifiearion  of 
thamigimaileoftti)dcMbleeoDntii«isiannarizfldinTabk  t  fortfaepoHutamiiiXMtelad.  AsiKBcatadb 
daa  tiMe.  diiiwaikm  of  tfaa  doubia  eofafaig  hi  fmif^rwn  kwttoiy  reduegs  hml  f«>  mwMtai  hy  1 J52 
toBi  pg  ymt  or  75S  of  tbe  peirnittad  bn  not  cocsnoctad  hnwnoiy.  TfaisdodilocDuMMiileadstDa  vwy 
coBswvattva  tmdeiyi^g  aaaaqAian  rogai^  the  Metbod  2  nalyiiL  Amooo  raeegtaaa  thtt  tbt  double 
tmuiitiatiaaataniaBuaiBttaeMathod4fa&iodaDatysb.  WfaOaAniococetfiniastOittppantlMtMaortbe 
nibad  aaal^  (Mfltfaod  4}  BB  tha  btM  for  tba  CDWn  EIS  daeiaian.  it  doae  ba8a««  tlat  Iflba  scttcniiv 
tnBly»(Metbod2)«aratobataadaBafaaiisfortlttBLMdeciiian,  tbe  ndMoa  fam«oty  rinokl  ba 
acliaMd  to  ba  coiiisted  with  Ite  baoltiiouod  tneanramam  inl  iba  ■aiasian  ndoctka^ 
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Section  4.U  Pileontologlail  Renuim 

Section  4  1.5.5  Mitigation  and  Monitnnng    Additional  Poteniial  BLM-Rwuired  Mirimilmn 


The  BLM  describes  potrntial  ideu  for  additional  miugitioD  03  follows,  ",and  BLM  may  require  a  tborough 
survey  of  the  CDAVIIPA  prior  w  disturbance  to  identify  the  poiential  significance  of  venebrare  paleontoJogy 
in  the  Tertiary  outcrops  that  occur  throughout  tho  area."  TWi  addttioiuil  mitigaiion  measure  would  be  v«y 
costly,  take  substantial  tiow,  and  from  Amoco's  perspective  be  unnecessary  considering  only  2.1%  of  the 
entire  project  area  would  be  disturiwd  under  tiie  fbll  Held  deveJopment  propoied  action.  Again,  considering 
that  Che  EiS  tnalytis  indicated  that  with  the  impkmeotation  of  a^^hcant  committed  mitiginon  coupled  with 
exisQng  protection  roquiretnenti  the  impact  to  Pileamological  resources  would  remain  iniigniScant,  no 
additional  mitigation  ii  wBiramod. 

Sectloa  4.1.(  Soib 

SeOJon  '<.  1.6.5  Mitiiration  and  Monitorinn  AdditinnnI  Potential  BLM-Reauimd  MitJMtmn 


Additiona]  Potential  BLM-Requirod  Mitigaiion  idenrificd  in  this  section  arc  for  the  most  pan  SOP.  If  an 
area  is  identified  to  have  (he  potential  for  highly  erosive  sails,  avoidtnce  is  certainly  the  primary  mitigatioR- 
Also.  if  an  area  is  identified  wixh  high  erosion  potential  and  the  BLM  aslced  for  additional  measunti  to  be 
rilcen  to  minhnize  an  impact,  Amoco  wouid  centinly  comply  with  any  reasonable  request.  The  additional 
onsion  canirol  measures  identified  in  this  sectiofi  seem  appropriate.  The  measure  identified  that  appears  to 
be  most  inappropriate  would  be  the  retfueat  to  temporarily  revegetate  topsoil  stockpile!    Most  nockpiles  of 
topsoil  are  reused  within  one  or  two  years  after  initial  disturbance.  Theiiefbre,  unless  tho  topsail  stockpile 
was  to  remain  unused  fbr  an  extended  period  of  time,  temporary  revegeiauoD  of  that  stockpile  is 
inappropriate. 

Aiso,  (bderal  and  state  reffjlations  require  that  a  Storm  Water  PoUtJtion  Prevention  Plan  fSWPPP)  be 
implemented  for  any  suiAcedtsmrbance  thai  would  exceed  5  acres  in  size.  Included  in  this  plan  ta  the 
implementation  of  certaai  erosion  control  raeamres  and  periodic  monitoring.  Amoco  Production  Company 
has  applied  for  and  received  a  QenemJ  Permit  irom  the  State  of  Wyoming  which  covon  aD  surftce  disnubtng 
activity  in  the  Wamsuner  Field.  A  monitoring  pnjgTBtn  has  been  established  that  provides  for  inspection  of 
implemcmed  measures  annually  unless  the  diaturbaoce  is  within  1/2  mile  of  a  surfkce  water  body.  In  that 
situnion  in^wctions  are  conducted  quarteriy.  Once  tbe  location  is  successftilly  reclaimed  back  to  the 
location  pnxlucdon  equipment,  the  erosion  poiential  is  greatly  minimized  and  a  request  is  made  to  terminate 
the  permh  associated  with  tbe  site  specific  SWPPP.  With  these  identified  measures  and  appUeant  ouiiuiiiued 
mitigatian,  impacts  to  soils  in  the  project  aret  should  be  iniigiiificant.  Addhional  mitigadoa  ii  sot 
wnittoi. 

SectioD  4,1.7  Surface  oad  Ground  Wiier 

^.  1 , 7.g  Mitiliation  ird  Monitorinu  Addmonal  Potential  BLM-Reouired  Mitimition 


Adilitionai  Potential  BLM  Required  Mitigation  outlines  several  idditional  mitigating  opportunities  that  are 
somewhat  concerning  to  Amoco  Production  Company.  The  But  indicates,  Xonslruction  in  efosion-prona 
and  high-sidiraty  areas  may  be  restricted,  tnd  necessary  constniction  ra  these  areas  may  be  autborized  only  in 
tbe  late  summer.  fUI,  and  winter  to  avoid  peak  ninofF periods."   Earlier  in  the  DEIS  documettt,  it  ms 
indicated  that  construction  wtiuld  be  limited  or  restricted  during  the  period  of  fitizen  ground.  Therdbre, 
this  potential  mitigaiion  wouid  Hmit  constmctiofl  in  then  areas  to  only  late  nimmer  and  early  &11.  TUs 
could  be  very  litnitmg  and  unnecessary  considering  the  nature  of  the  apfdicont  committed  mitigitioo  and 
other  reguiatoty  mandates  that  direct  coostruction  sctivities  b  the  projea  area.  While  oil  these  measures 
MAY  seem  sppropriaie  b  ireu  where  suffice  distuibince  might  occur  in  Curly  okue  proximity  to  a 
perenniBl  lur&se  wuer  body,  il  does  NOT  seem  apprupnole  fbr  imptementutoii  ifarougbout  the  CD/WD 
project  irea. 
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Again,  Amoco  Production  Company  does  not  B^Jpo^t  the  need  for  iddhiooal  air  quality  modeling  but  dt>es 
believe  il  b  imponam  to  point  out  recent  ootuol  emission  reductions  that  have  oocuned  in  southwest 
Wyoming  and  that  were  not  part  of  the  presented  CD/WH  EIS  modeling  results.  The  reSned  modding 
onaiyns  (Method  2)  indicated  that  fin-  day  133.  die  day  with  the  highest  impacti  in  die  Riwah  Closi  I  am, 
that  emissions  ftiim  the  Wyoming  Interstate  Company  hod  a  very  signt&cant  impta.  A  review  of  the 
modeling  and  permit  files  was  conducted  lod  cootiuded  that  Wyoming  DEQ  permh  #  CT-12S7  bid  modeled 
W  aNOx  emtssioa  nte  of  256.7  tons  per  ywr.  The  Wyommg  permit,  bcHrevor.  iodicaied  thai  this  source 
had tuidergone a  163.5 tonperyeirreductioninordertooet  out ofNewSourceB*vJew(NSR).  Thia 
reducuon  is  pertnanem  and  caanot  bo  applied  to  other  sources.  Tbta  in  the  rnodetbg  of  impacts  fisr  this 
critical  source.  NOx  emtaiiions  are  oirenuted  by  420.2  tons  per  year.  Stttce  this  is  a  real  lod  pennanent 
reduction  in  fmitsioni.  any  additional  modeiing  that  may  be  required  should  incorporate  thia  reduction  into 
tbeanolysi. 

Also,  in  die  June  11, 1W9  quarteriy  report  fiom  BLM  resarcfing  NOx  emission  tiacfcina  in  die  BLM  Rock 
Spring!  District,  tbe  report  indicated  diet  a  3T7.9  ton  per  year  NOx  reduction  would  be  included  in  die  July 
(9»  report  for  die  UPR  Brady  Gas  Plam  in  Sweetwater  County.  This  emissicii  reduction  wu  oEso  not 
accounted  for  in  the  CDAVII  EIS  sir  impacts  analysis  and  diould  be  incorporated  into  any  fiimre  moddbig 
efforts. 

Another  example  of  actual  emission  twductiona  diot  were  not  tneorporated  into  die  CD/WU  EIS  analysis  are 
the  1 000  toos&Dni  the  Noughton  Power  Plant  in  LincotnCoumy. 

The  emissions  reductions  that  ore  deaioastnued  above  are  just  more  examples  of  the  conservative  nature  of 
die  onalyss  diat  woi  performed  fbr  die  CDAVII  EIS  air  tmpocis  study  md  fiirther  support  bow  die  impocu 
predicted  and  presented  in  the  DEIS  represent  in  ''upper  esdmaie  of  die  potendal  air  quality  impacu  which 
on  nlikoty  (emphasis  added)  to  actually  be  reached. " 

Scetkn  4.1J  Topograpliy  and  PbyskograpiiT 

SflCtipn  4. 1 .2. 5  MltJgitimi  and  Moniioriny    Additional  Polenaal  BLM-ReauirBd  MiaM^na 

This  isetioa  describes  midgotion  which  coukl  be  implemented  to  fttrther  reduce  impacts  that  ore  already 

deteiTnioed  to  be  insignificant  to  topognplQ'  ind  phynogiaptay.  Insignificant  tn^iocu  are  beiiqi  piedtaed  fbr 

die  proposed  acdon  ai  well  as  both  Altemodvei  A  and  B. 

[f  bopaca  ore  predicted  to  be  insignficam  dirough  tho  impkmentadoa  of  applicam  committed  measurva, 

existtog  reguiatory  SOP's/roqutromenta.  and  iirides  oil  and  gas  opcniors  hrre  made  to  reduce  tho  size  of 

disturbance  areas,  oo  addidooal  measures  should  be  necessary. 

Sectiu  4.L4  Geologic  Bnanla 

I  SflCtiQll  4,  [  ,4,^  Milinpan  and  MonJlorina    Addirkmnl  PotenriMi  HLMJffn^ifflrf  ftfintm 
Eardiquaka  potntial  in  and  around  dw  CO/WIIFA  is  defiDBd  by  die  BLM  tai  die  DEIS  u  knv  to  moderate 
and  dwraftiw  impacts  ftnm  thMe  aarthqttalfw  huMnfa  orotiH  nnt  i^y  ligmfkinT   Retfutiing  that  wdia, 
pipduMs,  and  incUlaiy  ftdihiei  b«  dengiied  dlfferaody  to  withstand  dMtt  kiw  probability  D 


I  To  pravatit  die  raactivatkm  ofvegnidofi-itdiUized  oood  duneg  avoklaace  ii  oenaiiriy  du  11^ 
naiigitioB,  Wbera  poaifiila  Amoco  ProducdoEn  Compaoy.  due  to  duss  rcaetivatiDa  and  other  reoource 
rolited  iosim,  will  avoid  tbese  areas.  Howaver.ifdistuibaaoBisneceamytttdNHseostdvearBastbe 
attcroata  rednaarioa  pnaticea  dgflmbad  in  riw  Afyimriir  a  (R«>ri.ffwi»n  Phg)  ^n^M  admiuately  n 

I  impactB  to  these  ireaa.  No  additkual  mh^otion  i«  waironted. 
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TiuM  tecdon  also  identifies  the  need  to  "reduce  suspended  sediment  loads  or^  remove  potential 
contaminants,  the  operators  may  bo  required  to  treat  divened  water  in  detemion  ponds  prior  to  release." 
"Prior  to  discharge,  water  would  be  treated  or  filtered  if  oDcessaiy  to  reduce  contarmoant  levals  and/or 
rwluce  suspended  partides  to  meet  applicable  state  or  federal  standordi."  "If  water  is  discharged  into  an 
esublUhed  drainage  channel,  the  rote  of  discharge  wadd  not  exceed  die  capacity  of  the  channd  to  convey 
die  increased  flow."  Again,  while  ol)  tbeso  ineasures  MAY  teom  appropriate  in  areas  where  surftce 
dtsturbonco  might  occur  in  fttrly  cbss  pnntmiCy  to  a  perenoiai  turfiice  water  body.  It  does  NOT  seem 
Bpprt>pdate  for  imptementadoo  thruughout  the  CD/WU  pmjea  area. 

Reserve  pit  liner  rQqtdremenis,  if  implemented,  should  better  define  gf  fefi^gvy  the  first  bullet  poim  on  page 
4-38,  "wbne  soils  would  not  hold  fiukh-"  The  other  buOei  paints  have  direct  appiicabth'ty  to  environmental 
risk  potential  and  are  tbeiv<bre  appropriate. 

This  section  also  sutes.  "Adttidooal  monitoring  end  erosion  and  runoff  contnil  measures  may  be  applied  on 
disnirbed  arDas  in  die  Antdope/Bitter  Creek  drainage's  to  ensure  no  flirthor  degradation  of  stream 
chonneU."  In  Chapter  3  of  the  DEIS,  die  BLM  has  idenUfied  dial  Aotelope  and  Bitter  Creeb  are  die  only 
perennial  streams  that  occur  in  the  area.  Chapter  3  also  indicates  die  BLM  pertbnnod  a  1998  assassmetu  to 
detemtine  proper  fimctioning  condition  (PFC)  of  these  two  perennial  streams.  It  would  o^^iear  that  die 
criteria  fbr  PFC  and  FARoiefairiyloosdy  defined.  Sinco  no  booettne  data  is  available  that  would  apply  tbe 
PFC/PAR  criteria  to  these  two  water  bodies  prior  to  lurftce  (fisturbing  Kdviiies.  it  would  be  (fifflcult  to 
draw  the  oondusion  diet  the  streams  were  ever  meeting  tbe  current  PFC  criteria.  This  area  is  defined  u  a 
high  desert  envtromnem  diat  receives  very  litde  moisture  and  f^equcDtly  encounten  high  wind  conditions.  In 
on  environment  sudi  as  thia,  Amoco  bdioves  that  percnmal  stresma  diat  are  located  in  areas  of  low  or  no 
maihmade  surfiice  disturbooce  could  easily  meet  die  fimctioning  at  risk  (FAR)  criteria.  Requiring  oQ  and  gas 
operators  to  monitor  and  implement  additional  erosion  control  ineasures  in  the  AnteJopofflitler  Creek 
diiin^e's  seenu  inappropriate  considering  what  appears  to  be  a  scant  data  oet  at  besL  Addhboally,  oil  and 
gu  operwions  are  not  the  only  source  of  potendal  Increasod  erosion  in  these  two  drainage's.  If 
nnplemeoicd,  an  equiiabte  arrangement  to  share  in  the  proposed  monttoring  is  only  appiupiiate. 

"To  protect  surfiice  waters  from  potential  depiedon,  the  BLM  may  require  water  wdls  to  be  drilled  to 
depths  greater  dum  1,000  ft."  Since  the  DEIS  cumulative  impacts  asscMmcm  identified  die  potendal  fbr 
excessive  depletion  of  die  ground  water  resource  to  be  inngmfitant,  to  leqirire  water  weUa  to  be  drilled  to 
depdis  greater  than  1,000  ft  is  uaneceaseiy. 


"Opeiaton  may  be  Te(]uiied  to  conduct  visual  monittiriag  recoanaisaance  of  surfiue  waters  to  detect 
in  water  quality  resutdngfinmsedfanentotioa.'*  Pleaaa  oote  diacusiion/conmieat  regarding  Amdope 
Bitter  Crak  Diainage's  above. 


I  Cumulative  impKt  to  sutftca  and  ground  water.  Sectkm  4.1.7.6  states,  "TSurftce  water  quality  would  be 
prmeciad  using  measures  similar  to  dioso  doscTibed  fbr  the  Proposad  Action,  for  all  other  projecta  in  the 
vkani^  oftheCD/WIIPA,  and  thas,cunaiiadve  impacts  are  anticipated  to  be  ioiigaificaiit.''  Cooaidermg 
diese  impaa  asaeasment  rewlts  fisr  this  reaouree,  addttiooal  sdtigaiion  would  appear  to  be  unnecesttty. 
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Atiditional  Potentttl  BLM-Rcquired  Mitigation  identifies  thti.  "Conamiction,  drilling,  compleiion,  d 
tad  prcxtuction  fkdlity  insuiladon  octiviiiea  mny  t»  limited  within  0.25  mi.  or  oiiier  diiuoca  of  occupied" 
rendences,  on  cnidal  guna  nuigea  during  critical  winter  periods,  withia  1 .0  mi.  of  active  nptor  nesa  duhng 
ibe  bTBoding  and  OBStiDg  period,  and  within  0.25  mi.  of  sago  grouM  ieks  at  all  times  and  within  2.0  mi.  of 
leiu  during  the  nesting  acason."  These  potential  mitigaiion  measures  are  certainly  more  ratnctiva  than 
asTBnt  TvqutFemems  or  guideUnea.   Unlesi  qusntifiabte  lubstantiation  can  be  provided  for  changing  the 
oiirent  regulation  or  guideline,  ihoM  potendaj  mitigacian  opportunitiei  are  unoeceasary.  Cufrently  the 
■etbadcoftanki  and/or  production  equipment  ii  350  feet  or  greater  from  any  resideDce,  ichool.  hoapitai.  or 
other  placea  were  people  are  ioiown  to  congregate  (punuani  lo  Secdon  404(e)  Wyoming  Oil  and  Qai 
Coniervaiion  Comnuraion  Rules  and  Regulaiiona).  Also,  the  l.O  mi.  aeaaonaf  restriction  fcr 
activo  raptor  twio  it  specific  to  the  femjginoui  hawk  spedes  and  is  0.5  miJes  for  all  other  active  riptor 
neits.  Again,  a  modification  of  this  raptor  protadion  ffuideiiiM,  unless  juttifled  with  data  whidi  iodicatea  the 
ntodiScatioa  U  wuranied,  is  unacceptable. 

Sectioa4^1  Bk>Io|icil  ReiDurcea 

SwiJPn  4,2.1.5  Mitimuinn  and  Monitarino  Additional  Potential  BLM  Required  NfttigatJon 
I  Based  on  oonnneniiproinded  in  Section  4.1 1.6,  only  T-W  of  the  4,5  million  acre  cunmlalive  impacts 
aasessmeoi  area  would  be  disturbed  (this  inchides  odating  and  proposed).  Assuming  the  aiccessfiil  poat- 
dovdopmentrevegetationofaUofihe  disturbed  areaa  would  be  accomplished,  the  cumulative  impacts  to 
bioiogical  resairccj  were  prediaed  to  be  jnsignificam.  Thoreftwe,  additionaJ  potential  BLM-roquijcd 
I  RHtigatioa  is  unnecesaary. 

Scctioa  4JL2  WctUsdi  aad  Riparian  Araa 

4.2.2.5  MkJMliQn  and  Monitoring  Additional  Potential  BLM-Reauired  Miriimrion 
Since  then  areas  are  typically  avoided  ,  the  mawnmm  LOP  distuibance  in  ttese  areas  {wctlandf  and 
riparian)  within  the  project  area  would  be  lau  than  100  acra.    Impacts  to  wetland  and  riparian  habitata  have 
been  detannincd  to  be  inaigrrificacn.  Additional  potential  BLM-roquircd  nntigaiion  il  unnoceaiary. 

Section  4JJ.1  WUdllfe  aad  fhimia 

Section  4.2  3  I  Big  GamE/qn^r  Mammala    ProooKd  Action 


Within  the  Proponed  Action  aacusiioa  of  this  aection  there  a  number  of  places  wart  the  HLM  hu  identified 
defictiivdy  the  number  of  wdls  thai  WOULD  be  located  within  certain  big  game  aensidvi)  areas. 
For  Bxample  on  page  4-48,  fim  oohimn,  last  paragniph  the  sentence  reada,  "TTiirty  three  (rfthe  proposed 
wdl  locaiiDoi  would  (emphaxts  added)  be  located  within  cnjdaJ  wintai/yeariong  itnge  for  the  Baggi  mule 
deer  hend,  whu*  would  be  the  onty  crudal  mule  deer  range  aflfected  by  the  Propoaed  Actioa*  Amoco 
uodentaDdi  the  BLM*!  need  to  make  some  judgmeoia  regarding  potsible  wdl  locatiom  within  diese 
aenntive  reaouroe  areas  for  the  purpoaes  of  anaiyaia.  However,  luing  the  word  would  in  tiaa  amuacc  Isads 
the  public  to  behove  that  this  outcome  is  definite  when  in  ictuality  that  outcome  is  truly  ^wailative.  Amoco 
rocommonds  that  would  be  changed  to  could.  Pleaae  milce  this  change  in  aO  text  of  the  DEIS  in  which  the 
word  whU  is  speculative. 
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"^0  protect  prabable  sage  grouse  nesting  habitai,  construction  or  drilling  activities  may  not  be  allowed  on 
sage  grouia  oeshng  habitats  within  2.0  mi.  of  iek  canters  between  March  I  stand  June  SOtL"  Amoco 
believes  that  this  language  as  stated  could  significamty  impaa  its  ability  to  conslma  and  driD  natural  gas 
wcUa  within  the  project  area.  Amoco  has  agreed  to  restrict  actrWiy  within  this  2  mi.  buBer  but  would  not 
agree  to  totally  eliminatD  our  ability  to  survey  the  area  within  2.0  mi.  of  sage  grouse  Ieks  for  nesting  sage 
grouse.  If  no  nesting  sage  grouse  are  discovered,  Amoco  would  like  to  continue  to  request  and  be  granted 
on  exception  to  construct  and  drill  a  location  within  this  2.0  mi.  area.  Existing  sage  grouse  nesting 
protectKMi  stipulations  provide  for  adequate  proteoioo  of  nesting  sage  grouie.  Based  on  the  analysis  which 
included  operator  committed  mitigation  and  existing  tease/RMP  stipulations  no  significant  impacts  were 
prodicted  to  sage  grouse.  Therefore,  no  Additional  Potential  BLM-Required  Mitigadon  is  warramed. 

"The  BLM  may  require  operators  to  finance  raptor  nest  searches  by  qualified  btologistt  to  detenninc  ihe 
activity  status  of  raptor  nests  within  1 .0  mi.  of  prt>posed  disturbance  areas,  and  data  collscied  during  these 
previously  conduaed  surveys  would  be  used  during  APD  and  ROW  application  processes  to  asses  poienttai 
development  impacts  to  nesting  raptiHi  aiuj  avoid  raptor  nesting  areas ,  as  Deceuary."  As  defined  in  Table 
D-2,2  (within  the  Wildlife  Monitoring  and  PiDteoion  Plan)  nptor  nest  invemory/monitoring  on  areas  with 
greater  than  or  equal  to  4  well  locations  per  sectiofl  plus  a  1  mi.  bufo  and  leleeted  undeveloped  arm 
would  be  montored  on  an  annual  basts  by  a  BLM  lurveyor.  This  efGsrt  would  be  asnsted  financtaDy  by  the 
oil  and  gas  opeimun  by  providing  for  the  cost  of  aircraft  rental  to  perfbnn  these  surveys-  As  long  as  the 
BLM  follows  through  with  Wildlife  Monitora%  and  Protection  Plan  obligationi.  there  ^uld  be  no  need  to 
require  the  openuon  to  perform  iia%  nptor  nest  surveying. 

"ActivitiBs  near  active  raptor  oesu  may  be  prahibttcd  within  a  1 .0  mi.  ladlua  or  other  distance  aa  necessary 
to  ovoid  tiisturbing  birds  ftom  Febniiry  I  thrtnigh  July  31."  This  seetonal  ifistance  setbadc  ttipulaQon  is 
typically  applied  between  0.5  mi.  and  1.0  mi.  depending  oa  nptor  species.  Amoco  hu  commiued  to 
complying  with  this  seasonal  stipulatioa  and  does  not  belteve  a  change  like  that  being  described  is 
appropriate  without  the  substantiating  dau  to  suppon  that  chai^,  With  the  currency  defined  operator 
agreed  to  mitigaiion  and  with  the  implementaiion  cf  the  Wildlife  Monitoring  and  ProtectioQ  Plan,  the  DEIS 
analyiis  predicted  no  significant  impacts.  Therefore,  no  additional  BLM  required  mhigatioo  should  be 
necassaiy. 

**Operetors,  in  cooperation  with  the  BLM,  may  be  required  to  monlor  riptor  nesting  and  sage  grouse  Mc 
use  on  and  adjacent  to  the  CIVWIIPA  to  ensure  that  these  sensitive  resources  are  protected  throughout  the 
LOP."  Again,  as  defined  in  the  WOdUfo  Monitoring  and  Protection  Plan,  the  BLM  has  agreed  to  aswoK 
responiftiKty  for  the  raptor  nestiog  and  sage  grouse  Mc  use  monilorii^  As  long  as  the  BLM  Iblknvi 
through  with  these  agreed  to  obligations,  there  should  be  no  need  to  require  the  openton  to'perfbrni  this 
raptor  tMRting  or  aage  grouse  iek  uae  surveying. 

Sectkm  4JU  WIU  Hems 

Section  4.2.4.6  Cumulative  Impaoti  states,  'the  lots  of  habina  due  m  prqfea  cooatructioa  is  not  antiri paled 
to  result  in  sigmficant  tmpwxs  to  wiM  horaes."  "Cumulative  impacts  to  wild  boiaes  ore  antkipaied  to  be 
insignificant  since  wiU  hofM  population  objecttw  an  currently  being  met  or  exceeded  in  aO  aflbcted 
WHHMA's,  snd  redamaiion  activtties  have  the  potential  to  provide  increaxd  Ibnge  for  wiM  hana  for  die 
km^SDnn.'*  Baaed  on  these  statemania,  no  additioaa!  BLM-requiiad  mitigitiofl  if  wmtRted. 
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The  iddminil  potoiMi  BLM-nquinsi  mliguiiiii  araion  duscrilHS  thtt.  -Tin  BLM  my  nquin  the 
•ppfccMioo  of  ih«  mcnnfic  mahod  to  vihoui  miopoiMiu  of  tlK  Wildlife  Proiootf 
idwrtiiViBg  catue  tixl  eftto  rtUtKHohipi  were  wildlife  popiilBdoiH  ippear  to  be  dedining  in  t^ 
Cp/WnPA."  Al«»Ptt)duaiDnCoo:ptiiyigiie5tliiuiftmidl«redilcovimitl!niugtit!loiniplemei«>lioil 
of  Hu  defined  WlldliSi  Prolectiao  i>liii  tiate  Kientiac  lused  jtudy  be  isDiiiied  u>  idenofy  Uie  -cum  aid 
effect"  n!l«iion«hi)>  Hat  mey  be  iffiKOngepmculu-apedeii  Amoco  ProduOion  Compwy  would  «gne  to 
ev^hme  it,  panieipwjon  in  toooperttive  effort  to  peiibnaliMiiwwe  detailed  latlyiis.  Amoco  doei  ooi 
bdieve  xicfa  in  effiirt  slwuld  be  lokly  gmded  by  Hie  oil  and  Bu  openton  in  ttaa  CD/WnPA. 

Cim«ilariyelm;mn. 


TKi  leotion  idMtiliei  1  potential  eiaiiulaiive  jisnifitain  impaa  to  tlie  Red  Dejen  pcoiislKira  tail  due  to 
ow^ direct  impact  (cunailativeiuttBCedisturtwnce)  to  thijiienil  crudal  w)nter/y»rioo8  range.  Itil 
taponant  fir  the  dediioii  maker  to  incosnlze  tliat  tlle  pmpoaal  akne  will  oniy  reproiem  a  0.2%  reduction  in 
0W!iiJlat«aalwinier™n80)brdiiiheni.  Themib™.  wWIe  tbe  cumulaliTO  dialuitance  eicoeda  SS.  tbat 
wbicii  will  be  coimitaitodftom  Hie  pniject  alone  iajuat  0.2%.  Worth  roong  i«  anottar  uitenming  ' 
companaon  iOTwem  the  Rod  D<om  herd  and  the  other  prongliorn  lioiilj  that  eidat  witliin  die  prtipecl  ania. 
The  Bitter  Ciwk  herd  ftir  estampie  haa  a  total  flSBiDg  diltutiiaoce  of  only  0.8V.  (aa  predicted  by  tile  CDAVn 
DEB)  of  ita  dudal  winter/yeariong  range  and  at  the  aame  time  tfaii  herd,  in  19M.  waa  at  70S  of  population 
objective.  WMe  tile  Red  Dejetthenlwltichhaa  total  sjjjjiiijciucial  wimer/yeaiioogdimrtanco  equal  lo 
■t.«4(agiin.aapt«lictedbytheCDfflraDESI)waaal«oat70%orpopulationot>)octiveinI99(S,  TUadau 
miih  iujgi«  that  imall  anaionla  of  diaturhancc  to  crucial  wiMor/yeaitong  iinge  may  play  a  analkr  inle  in 
poixilaSMO  Grenda  than  whu  ia  augBcsted  in  the  COAVn  DEIS. 

It  ahould  abo  bo  noted  that  aa  pan  of  the  WDdlife  MoniiorinB  and  lirotecriofi  Han  thete  win  be  the 
cominued  evaluatioo  ofriiwiirhancg  wirinn  crucial  winter  nnge  and  moniusiis  dau  coileaed  on  bard 
populatioo  tmda. 

SeetiM  4.2J.2  Blida 

Additional  Poienri.1  Rl  M.ll.miit<!d  Mitipii^t, 


"niiiattrtiooidcwifloa  that, -fbrpiu  that  coocain  oil  or  otlwpotentiaHy  toxic  Bibatancca,  pit  It .« 

would  bivn  insnediately  (Ic.  within  1 5  daya)  after  ceaaation  of  dtiUmg  and  teatimi  activilin  or  piu  would 
benwed."  Amoco  Produotion  Coinpaily  baa  no  problema  with  the  netting  and  fenctog  of  raserve  pita  that 
pnantiailyooaiainbaardcKiawbxtancas.  Amoco  ia  however  concerned  with  the  acceiwaled  tack.fflling  of 
raaervopilauotillhoaopitaanallowKltocompleMlydiybyovaponlioa  The  leohmque  of-atjieoiinj" 
lu»vi  pita  b«a»»  being  aBoiMd  to  Billy  dry  dooa  incraaao  the  potential  for  aatlitfl  fcUowiia  reclamation 
■^^•«rf  to  re.00Btour and  again  redaiiTBng the  reaervo pit  aiwa.  TbbdupficationQfredaaiationefibn 
can  greatly  incnaae  the  aiteraaloralian  coat.  Adequale  nenii«  ind  fencing  win  protect  binla  aial  other 
wildli&  ftom  a  potettialiy  barnflil  reaerve  pit 

Tlaa  aeaioii,  pege  442,  line  21,  alatM  that -Aaivitiia  or  autftce  iliatubanct  nsy  not  be  aOowol  nMii  0.23 
na.  or  gnaiv  dteann  ofaage  grouaa  Ut  dOaii  (aoin  or  inactive)  at  any  tinia,  and  all  Bui&ce  diattnbBica 
witiit  033  ni  would  be  avoided,  whmptiaical."  Amsdoee  not  uiidmiaKltiK  potential  mitigaiion 
ttalmdicataa,aaiTiiieeofauiftceitiaaiit«nceoi»ynoib«aaow«lwiih0.25mLoraf»l«ri8arane«?T  If 
diia  ia  Miggaadng  that  the  BIM  would  conaidti  opanding  the  035  mi.  bufflr  around  both  «J1».  .«i 
iHcaive  aage  gnaiae  lake  la  aoma  graanr  dialanco,  I  tnuld  hope  the  BLM  would  b>aa  tlia  eqindol 
iatanoe  00  aooud  data  that  could  aubitantiale  the  graamdialance.  BLM  la  ennnly  imderaldng  a  atudy  of 

aage  grauae  ami  uail  raaulta  of  thia  analyjia  have  coDohilled  Amoco  bdievia  ihn  it  ia  pranmn  to  emmd 
lege  gima  Iek  proleaioo  buSen. 
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Section  4.2J  Federal  Thnteoad  aad  CfMlanterat/St«te  Sensidve  Spedas 

Additionai  Pnrtimial  BLM.Reouirwt  MttiMtion 

"Prairie  dog  colonies  on  the  COyWUPA  may  be  avoided  to  rainbmze  diatutbaDce  oT  these  jnas." 

Map  D-2J  depicts  the  sectioos  with  currem  and/or  hbtoficpriifie  dog  cdoaes  for  the  COAVnPA.  This 

map  shows  a  biriy  laige  number  of  sections  that  have  or  had  identtfiod  prairie  dog  colooia  and  a  Tumber  of 

these  sections  are  in  areas  ofhigh  potential  for  naimaJ  gas  resource.  IfiHio»io«  were  asked  to  avoid  prairie 

dog  cobnes  totally,  tlie  e&ct  could  be  to  nsnove  largo  portions  of  some  leaseholds  firxu  availability  for 

development  Amoco  wiD  do  ilj  pan  to  avoid  this  potentially  sensitive  T&E  habitat  were  possibie.  But 

unleaa  ttMi  avoidance  is  DBceiMry  to  riiminaie  iinpaa  to  a  specific  T&E  apedes.  tto  levd  of  mitigitioo 
wouki  SI 


I  "In  the  event  that  bik)  eagle  roosting  aicaa  ire  found  on  or  adjacod  to  the  CD/WUPA,  the  ana  may  be 

I  dosed  to  surftce  disturtnng  activity  (a.g,,  comtmctJoa ,  drJtHng)  fam  November  I  through  April  I." 
Amoco  realties  that  the  potaolial  of  finding  long  term  roosting  areas  on  or  adjacent  to  Urn  project  area  are 
unliloly  due  to  the  lack  of  prelinTed  beld  eagle  roosting  habitat  In  any  event,  if  an  area  is  discovered 
Amoco  would  like  to  be  able  to  consult  with  the  BLM,  WOFD,  and  USFWS  u>  fkiily  define  that  area  thu 

I  would  be  dosod  during  the  period  ftom  November  1  through  April  1. 

Seaion  4  2  S.6  Cumulative  Tmiwrti 

Tliii  section  indicates,  "In  the  absence  of  presliitmbtnce  survey!,  TftE  apedea  couW  be  idveriely  aStctedL 
and  candidate  ^Mcies  and  spcdesofspedalconoemcoukl  be  jaopirdlzed.'*  WWc  Amoco  agrtes  with  the 
staiemenl  that  the  BLM  has  made  rcgaiding  the  'may  aflect'  detcrnanaticm,  Amoco  does  not  believe  that  dte 
cumulative  afiects  from  this  project  coupled  with  other  projects  within  tiw  cumulative  impacts  aasttsment 
aieawould  nmAt  in  a  qiecia  'jeopardy'  deierrainaiioa  Amoco  be&crvea  the  BLM  oould  not  luppon  i  TAE 
joopeidy  detenninatioa  merdy  because  preKtiiturbence  surveys  wwe  not  performed  prior  to  ail  sur&ce 
disturbing  aciiviiy  in  virtiat  is  truly  a  amaU  pan  of  tlwseT&E  species  total  potential  habttaL  Amoco  bdievai 
die  language  in  ibiB  secuon  should  bo  changed  to  refiea  this  comniem. 

Cleariy  tbe  more  importoni  comment  in  this  section  of  the  text  is,  "Given  that  appropriate  monttoring  and 
midgation  measures  for  T&E  specien  would  be  employed  throughout  rqiooal  development  prpjecta,  it  is 
■ntidpated  that  tbeie  would  be  no  advene  cumulative  nSeai  to  these  species  resulting  firxn  tiie 
tmpiementaiion  of  the  proposed  protect  in  combinatim  with  odtdng  end  pottoital  fiiture  actions."  Based  on 
this  BLM  statement,  additionel  poteatial  BLMMoquirod  mitigatioa  ia  not  wamntod. 

Scctioa  43  CDltanU  &  Historical  Reieurea 

SflCtJon  4.3  S  2  Adifitinnal  Pnrtwrial  BLM  R«i..ir»i  K/flriptW.^ 

TluB  section  deaeribes  a  prooea  by  which,  "Class  I  and  m  Inveatoriei  would  be  conducted  prior  to  surfcca 

dinirbaoca  on  federal  lands  aiid  state  and  private  lands  ifltead  Iqr  Cidanl  undertakings  uirieia  liodowi^ 

denial  fbr  iceeas  is  doomNntad  in  writing,''  TtasNctioDBoeiooiOi^.'^VlHntaDdowDKidanyiQcasa, 

tlMuM  adtural  rasiMFce  intdgatiao  resolutioo  oMthodokiipBi  B^  ta 

denied."  It  is  Anmco's  opinoa  tbu  if  the  privita  laodowner  denies  accssa  to  perftmi  cukunl  vid  tastDtk 

resource  iavntoriea,  ttaa  opstator  sbould  not  bear  tbe  burdcD,  nor  does  AiDOCO  bdieve  Ibe  BLM  has  Ifae 

rigfat  to  dmy  a  weU/deveiopraent  approval  Tbe  cuttuni  riKMrees  diet  repde  on  the  flw  sections  within  tbe 

CD/WUPA  an  the  property  of  tbe  iiad  owner.  ITtbe  landowner  dowmt  want  the  BLM  or  tbe  opentor  to 

inveiaoiy  tboie  reaourcei  das  should  not  lead  to  a  dataal  of  tfad  opataOM  right  to  develop. 

If  the  right  to  iDvaaosy  is  denied  by  a  kandowncT  the  BLM  abould  bave  00  raooune  but  bi  approve  tbe 

bdaral  acttoo  portioa  of  tbe  site  specific  pn^  proposKL 
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I  This  section  also  states,  "AddiboruUy,  programmstic  igreements  an/or  discovery  pivu  may  be  required  to 
be  in  place  prior  to  approval  of  APD'i  or  ROW  applicaiioQs  in  areas  with  liigh  denaibes  of  culmnl  resource 
sites  DtMi  the  Htystsdcs.'"  Amoco  concurs  with  tlUs  proposed  (nicig&tiDn  as  long  u  opcnlors  tiad  the  ability 

I  to  pirtidpate  and  commeat  on  the  content  of  these  plans  and  the  plan  prcpanlion  is  done  timely  so  is  to  oot 

I  impici  timing  ofdevdopitmnt  opponunities. 

The  BLM  may  require  Operators  to  have  a  qualified  historian  conduct  an  inventory  of  the  Overland  TrBiL 
Evans'  route  of  the  Cherokee  Trail,  ind/or  Lincoln  Highway  across  (he  CDAVIIPA-"  If  the  operators  tnteat 
is  to  avoid  these  historic  trails  and  therefore  the  impact  to  the  tnils  will  b«  insignificant,  I  do  see  the  tmad 
nor  Juxtificaiion  for  performinB  a  complete  inventory  of  these  trails  within  the  CD/WIIPA.  Also,  within  the 
CD/WnPA  oH  and  gaa  activity  is  only  one  of  the  many  activiues  which  could  potentially  be  resulting  in 
impta  to  the  crwi.  It  seemi  inappropriate  to  not  only  perfisrm  this  rnvrntory  but  if  perWned,  pladng  100% 
□f  the  inveniory  burden  on  the  oil  and  gas  operaiora. 

Seeiion  4.4  Sodoecononk 

It  is  staled  dearly  in  this  section  of  (he  document  that  the  potentiai  economic  beneflt  of  the  project  proposal 
on  locaL  state,  and  ftdenl  govemmenu  is  significant  in  a  positive  way.  In  a  state  in  which  the  lax  base 
contiaues  to  show  decline  it  ii  imperative  thai  the  BLM  recognize  the  finandsi  commitment  companies  like 
Amoco  are  making  in  the  state  of  Wyoming  and  what  impact  those  finandal  commitments  have  on  the  state 
and  local  economies.  Once  this  large  financiel  benefit  is  realized  Ebere  should  be  no  question  that  the  EIS 
should  be  brought  to  a  quick  conclusion  in  a  ^vorable  decision  documenL  This  document  ^lould  recognize 
not  only  the  Qnandal  commitnteflls  operators  are  willing  to  make  in  the  CD/WIIPA  but  also  the 
commitiaeias  that  have  been  made  by  oil  and  gas  operaion  to  enviromnenlal  stewardship.  The  ftnancial  gain 
coupled  with  the  operators  environmeotal  commitments  desrly  demonstrate  that  the  benefits  of  a  prompt 
project  proposal  approve  &r  outweigh  the  few  EIS  document  predicted  sigmficaot  impicts. 

SectteB  4J  Land  Use 

Stttion  4.5.5  2  AddirionaJ  PotcmJaJ  BLM-Rwuired  Mitimtioa 

This  section  states.  "Additionally,  all  ttswiy  conairtictad  roads  on  puidic  lands  not  required  for  project 
operation  and  maimenanco  or  existing  area  activities  would  be  recomoured.  reseeded.  and  permanendy 
blocked,  as  deemed  appropriate  by  tbe  BLM."  "Roads  on  private  lands  would  be  similarly  treated,  subject 
to  landowner  preference  or  agrooment."  Amoco  Productioa  Company  suppom  the  oon-prolifBraiiQn  of 
Mpame  and  dupUcaie  roadways  within  the  COAVnPA.  These  aeniences  pulled  from  tbe  text  of  this  section 
mike  little  saae.  If  tbe  road  were  truly  newlv  constructed  it  ia  difSailt  to  believe  that  the  roadway  was  not 
for  lome  aspect  of  an  opentors  or  othera  operatkm.  Aiao,  if  this  mitigation  suggestion  is  carried 
to  the  EIS  ROD.  it  seems  inappropriate  to  place  tOOK  of  the  burdoi  on  oil  and  gas  opentors  to 
redatm  roads  that  the  BLM  has  identified  as  potentially  dupfiote  roadway  systems.  If  iitdeed  tbe  dupticale 
and  unnecessary  rtMdway  wis  placed  by  an  cil  and  gas  openlor  Amoco  would  agree  that  the  bunlen 
potentially  be  placed  on  the  oil  and  gu  opencon.  But,  unless  this  is  tbe  case  some  tRons  for  ctist  dialing 
should  be  pursued  by  the  BLM.  Also,  as  long  as  the  BLM  recognizes  It  hainot  the  authority  to  dtcute 
acdvity  on  private  lands  and  tbe  dcdiion  with  regards  to  the  reclamation  of  roads  on  these  lindi  is  truly  with 
the  landowner,  Amoco  hu  no  problem  with  the  language  that  his  been  proposed  above. 


I  This  secQon  also  proposes  tba£,'*OpentaRiiiny  be  required  to  repair  or  replanifancesBiid  cattle  guards, 

gates,  dnft  fences,  and  natural  btrrien  to  maintain  curreot  BLM  sandards."  Amoco  would  agree  with  tlus 
I  proposed  mitigation  If  the  request  to  replace  or  repair  vns  the  direa  roeult  of  an  Asxko  (or  other  O&G 
I  opentor)  action.  This  aiggmrrd  midgaiion  would  also  be  approprisia  if  it  staled  that  tbe  maintsiiaace 
I  would  be  required  for  those  items,  (le.  ftncea,  canle  guards,  guea  etc.)  iriacfa  were  place  in  the  projea  area 
I  by  Amoco  or  anoiha-  opentor. 
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event  ofi  release  of  produced  water,  glycol,  or  other  chemicals  not  specificaDy  identified  in  the  definition  of 
oil  in  tbe  regulation.  The  requirements  for  secondary  cotitainmem,  also  as  specifed  in  the  SPCC 
r^ulationa,  only  apply  if  your  oil  storage  is  larger  that  660  gallani  Ebr  a  sngie  storage  lank  or  in  the  case  of 
a  &dlity  with  muJtiple  tanks  an  aggregate  of  1.320  gaibns  of  total  storage  capadry.  Therefore  pieces  of 
equipment  Ilka  separators  and  dehydraton  may  contain  oil  but  not  in  quantities  large  enough  &r  the  SPCC 
r^atlon  to  app^'.  The  primary  objective  of  the  SPCC  regulation  wai  to  reduce  tbe  risk  of  oil  from 
reaching  navigable  smfka  water.  This  objective  is  accompUshed  by  using  a  diking  material  thai  would 
contain  the  latent  movatnem  of  oil  to  a  very  limited  area  near  the  storage  tank.  Amoco  aiio  beeves  that 
another  important  point  that  needs  to  be  considered  when  deiennining  if  this  proposed  mitigtiion  should  be 
carried  forward  to  the  EIS  ROD,  is  the  probability  and  risk  of  a  release  of  oil/condensale  reacmng  ground 
water  due  to  unimpeded  vertical  movement.  Tbe  probability  of  a  release  being  of  significam  roagnnixk  to 
reach  the  deep  ground  water  aquifisrs  of  the  projea  areas  high  desert  environment  are  also  fairiy  low. 
The  operators  propose  and  the  regulations  require  compliance  with  SPCC.  Compliance  with  these 
regulations  coupled  with  the  kiw  prob^Uty  of  a  condensate  release  readung  a  ground  water  aquifer  makes 
.Amoco  bdieve  that  the  potemia]  requirement  for  an  impervious  layer  of  material  under  prt>duction  related 
equipmem  is  unnecessary  and  shouM  not  be  arried  forward  to  tbe  EIS  ROD.  Amoco  would  concur  with  a 
risk  based  criteria  that  evaluates  distance  to  surface  water,  depth  to  ground  water  etc.  in  making  a  dedston 
regarding  tbe  pladiQ  of  an  impervious  barrier  under  thoH  pieces  of  equipment  thai  have  SPCC  applic^Uty 
(i.e.  oil/condensate  storage  tanks  with  greater  than  6tiO  gallons  of  oil  capadty). 

Amoco  Production  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  an  this  Draft  Enviroomonal 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Continental  Divide  Wantsutter  n  NatunI  Gas  Development  Prpjecl.  Tbe 
fiallowing  are  quotes  from  the  EIS  documents  Section  l.I  punyse  and  Need.  "Natural  Gas  is  an  inteffral 
part  of  the  U.S.  Energy  future  dt«  to  its  svaibbility  and  the  presence  of  ensttng  market  ddivery 
in&astnicture  "  "^y  devdopitig  domestic  reserves  of  dean-bumiog  natural  gas.  tbe  U.S.  would  reduce  and 
maintain  an  adequate  and  stable  supply  of  fi;el  to  matruain  economic  wdl-being,  bidustrial  (Hoduction.  and 
national  tecuhty."  "The  orviromiKmal  advanuges  of  burmng  natural  gas  are  emphasized  in  the  dean  Air 
Aa  ameodmenis  of  1990,"  This  dearly  describes,  in  very  simple  terms,  the  imponance  of  this  project 
proposal  to  not  only  those  of  us  in  the  industry  that  may  profit  from  this  natural  gas  development  but  also  to 
the  country  as  a  whoki.  Amoco  would  like  to  thinkthemembersof  the  BLM  IDT  &3rthdr  hard  work  and 
peiiisiencc  in  getting  this  documeitt  completed  and  available  for  public  review.  Amoco  also  hopes  that 
continued  persistence  will  bring  prompt  dosure  ui  this  NEPA  process  and  the  BLM  will  authorize  the 
Proposed  Action  -  Full  Fidd  Devdopmeni  ver/  soon  in  tbe  Continemal  DivideAVamsutier  U  EIS  Record  of 
Decision. 

Slncerdy, 


/'si/£-//,<,^Lx- 


cc  Mr.  Alan  R  Pierson 
Wyoming  State  Director 

Bureau  of  LaikI  Managemeot  Wyoonng  StaU  OStce 
3333  Yeilowstone  Road 
P.O  Boxl82S 
Cheyenne,  Wyoming  12003-1828 
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Tbe  section  propoees,  "RaMd  signs  on  die  CD/WUPA  may  require  maintenance  and  moahoiiag  as  deemed 
Bppropriaie  by  the  BLM,  and  openiors  may  be  required  to  conduct  all  maintenance  and  monitorioB 
operations  to  ensure  that  signs  are  in  proper  rqiair  and  placed  in  approphale  locations."  Amoco  woukl 
agree  with  this  proposed  mitigation  fijr  roads  installed  and  imintained  as  a  result  of  our  openuioa  Amoco 
believes  it  is  ioapprophBte  and  is  concerned  with  the  liability  isaodated  with  this  proposal  on  county,  state, 
or  BLM  owDBd  and  maintained  roads  witbio  the  CDAVITPA. 

Again,  all  aspects  of  the  envijonmental  analyst  indicated  impacts  to  land  use  arxl  resources  aasodited  with 
land  use  issues,  both  cumulatively  and  from  the  project  proposal  akme,  would  be  insignifliauiL  Therefore, 
any  sdditiooal  potential  BLM-required  natigation  is  ucneccssary. 

Sccthm  <6  AcsthHia  ud  Visul  ReSMiees 

Section  4.6.5.2  Additional  Potential  BLM-Renuired  Mirintion 
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This  section  propoees,  "During  on-ste  reviews,  the  BLM  and  the  operators  would  evaluate  polentiai 
disturtwnces  to  visisl  resources  and  idenbfy  appropriate  mitigation."  "Appmpnsie  mit%ation  may  be 
required  to  minimiza  contnst  within  the  CDAvtlPA.  making  wella.  roads,  pipdioes,  and  ancillary  bdlhies 
less  notieetble  during  the  LOP."  While  Amoco  is  sensitive  to  the  potcncial  for  visual  hnpacts  u  a  remit  of 
the  proposed  acnon.  almost  98%  of  tiw  CDAVllPA  hu  been  dosigniied  etiher  VRM  III  or  VRM  IV  which 
bydefinitjonallowslbrmodente  to  hi^allentkm  of  the  natural  landscape  cbencter.  Thcrefbre,  Amoco 
wouU  agree  to  the  app(iciUK>n  of  tbe  above  proposed  mitigation  in  areas  designated  either  VRM  I  or  VRM 
U.  Amoco  docs  not  bdieve  that  tbe  lovd  of  pnipoied  VRM  proiecboo,  outlined  iolhia  section  of  the  DEIS, 
is  ^fi^opriate  over  tbe  entire  CDAVIIPA.  An;oco  will  ttwsys  work  with  BLM  in  flidlity  siting  to  mininize 
our  impact  to  tbe  visual  landscape  u  kmg  as  the  requesu  are  teuooable  and  do  not  oegaiivdy  impact 
Amoco 's  ability  to  aceen  the  minenJ  renurce  being  pursued. 

Sapfiftn  4  fi  A  ri.w.liriw.  Itymni 
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This  seeion  idaniSes  the  potentiHl  ftv  aignificsnt  impacts  in  the  VRM  0  area  (2. 1%  of  the  CIVWIIPA)  iTS 
wells  per  section  were  drilled  and  developed  in  this  VRM  D  designated  area.  While  Amoco  and  tbe  other 
opentors  Ssh  it  wise  to  analyze  for  the  potentiil  of  greater  than  4  weUi  per  section  in  the  CD/VfU  EIS,  a  is 
uniyceiy  that  that  levdordevdopmentwiD  occur  In  the  pursuit  of  tbe  project  area  natural  gaa  resounds. 
Therefore,  the  concern  relative  to  impacts  to  the  VRM  U  designated  area  is  unlikdy  to  occur.  Likewise  only 
if  development  ia  piujected  to  approadi  8  weUi  per  section  sboukl  any  additional  mitigation  be  considered 
fiirii 


SaetlM  4.7  HnvdMU  Materials 
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TlM  MCIioii  Bigsfliu  timl  tha  contiiimiiiTH  thtt  H  u  b«  iattiled  mund  IvaUtiu  (i.o.  nonge  tnk  buterio. 
dim  tuapg,  Dntsn.  dehydnroo,  oc)  ibouid  iD  b«  wirounded  by  Mcondxry  meam  of  contiinnnm.  Tins 
Nctioa  tban  gon  on  to  ital«,  "Xba  ipproptiuc  ccnaimoMU  tod/or  divmiofwiy  nmcnim  or  aquifiniBit. 
tacjufing  wiDt  ud  Boor,  to  prevatu  diachlTsed  fluid  fitxn  rvchiog  gnwod  wsiBr.  Btffte*  vnler,  or 
■svigiM*  wiur.  would  be  ufficiaitly  irapervioul  to  tny  oil,  glycol,  pnxlutxd  witor,  or  otlier  fkad  for  72 
boun  tod  would  be  conttnjcted  lo  ttatt  my  (fochtrgt  from  i  priiraiy  conninacnt  lyitAB.  sudi  it  a  tmlc  or 
pipe,  Wfiuld  not  dniii.  innllnle.  or  otbnvRio  escape  to  ground  witer,  sur&ca  wus-,  or  navigaMe  walen 
bebre  deiiajp  ia  coiapleted.'*  The  letitiinmeota  relative  to  oil/coodosaie  cofmmment  in  the  event  of  a 
releaat  Stwi  pnmary  coatakiment  ii  tpetafltaDy  addnsjed  in  40  CFR  112  (Spin  Pteveoliofl  ConDoJ  and 
Countcnneaiuresl  wfaid]  Amoco  tmdentaodi  oiid  nuat  comply  witb.  The  language  suggested  above  is 
earttiolyiDore  stringent  tbaa  tbe  etdstiog  SPCC  lepilitiom.  SPCC  legitlations  only  apply  lo  tbe 
conaioineBtofoil,  wfaidiiscleei^defiaediiilbeiegiflatioa  U  tloes  not  apply  to  tiie  cootaijiineat  in  tbe 


7.2.80.2  Letter  80  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  BLM  imderstands  that  if  Alternative 
A  or  B  are  selected,  considerable  efforts  would  be  required  to 
quantify  new  and  existing  distxu-bance  acreage. 

Comment  Response  3  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.58.2, 
Comment  Response  1. 

Comment  Response  4  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS 
(Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative  Impacts),  "A  conservative  visibility 
screening  level  analysis  indicated  that  proposed  project 
operations  might  result  in  a  perceptible  (1.0  dedview)  visibility 
reduction  on  very  clear  days  at  several  of  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II 
sensitive  receptors,  therefore  a  more  refined  potential  visibility 
impact  analysis  was  performed." 

The  BLM  conducted  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler, 
visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  to  determine  if  potential 
visibility  impacts  within  several  sensitive  receptors  was  possible. 
If  no  potential  impacts  were  predicted  using  the  very  conservative 
method,  then  no  further  analysis  was  necessary.  However, 
because  the  screening  analysis  did  not  preclude  a  potential  for 
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significaBt  adverse  visibility  impacts  and  based  on  the  BLM's 
experience  in  predicting  potential  visibility  impacts  in  this  region 
for  previous  NEPA  assessments,  the  more  refined  potential 
visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  was  performed. 

The  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  assmned  the  20th 
percentile  cleanest  seasonal  IMPROVE  fine  particulate  matter 
data  (based  on  two  24-hour  duration  samples  each  week, 
measured  for  several  years  at  each  site),  when  converted  into 
reconstructed  seasonal  extinction  values,  would  represent  clear 
natural  background  visibihty  conditions,  which  could  occur  every 
day  regardless  of  actual  meteorological  conditions.  Although  this 
is  an  "idealized  representation"  with  "no  physical  reality,"  it  is  a 
simplifying  assumption  useful  for  screening  purposes  only. 
Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment  Response  2. 

Comment  Response  5  -  You  are  correct  that  the  visibility 
screening  analysis  (method  2)  included  both  IMPROVE  fine 
particulate  matter  data  collected  through  1997  and  modeled 
potential  air  quality  impacts  from  air  pollutant  emission  sources 
existing  prior  to  1997.  This  does  represent  a  "double  counting 
impacts  through  modeling  and  backgroimd  measurements." 
However,  given  the  very  conservative  nature  of  the  visibility 
screening  analysis  (method  2)  and  considering  a  more  refined 
potential  visibility  impact  analysis  was  performed,  the 
over-estimate  of  potential  visibility  impacts  due  to  "double 
coxmting"  in  the  screening  analysis  is  not  significant. 

Comment  Response  6  -  The  original  far-field  emission  inventory 
was  developed  for  use  in  the  refined  visibility  analysis 
(method  4),  assuming  that  background  visibility  data  were 
available  for  1995.  To  be  consistent  with  these  background  data, 
the  emission  inventory  included  sources  permitted  from  Jime 
1993  through  April  1998.  Sources  that  became  operational  prior 
to  and  diuing  1995  were  then  removed,  or  adjusted  for  startup 
time,  in  the  final  far-field  modeling  emission  inventory. 

Based  on  advisory  stakeholder  team  comments,  the  ELM 
included  the  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  in  the  final 
air  quality  impact  assessment  protocol.  The  intent  of  the 
visibility  screening  analysis  was  to  perform  a  preliminary 
evaluation  of  potential  visibility  degradation  from  foreseeable 
source  emissions,  possibly  eliminating  the  need  for  further 
refined  analysis. 

Since  the  background  data  used  in  the  visibility  screening  analysis 
(method  2)  included  the  period  1988-1998  (August),  the  emission 
source  inventory  should  have  begun  18  months  prior  to  August 
1998,  or  February  1,  1997.  Therefore,  emission  sources  that 
included  in  the  far-field  inventory  which  obtained  construction 
permits  prior  to  February  1,  1997,  or  that  were  operational 
before  August  1998  did  cause  an  overestimate  of  predicted 
impacts  using  the  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2). 

However,  since  the  refined  visibility  analysis  (method  4)  excluded 
and/or  adjusted  the  final  far-field  modeling  emission  inventory 
(based  on  actual  1995  optical  measurements),  "double  coimting" 
is  not  an  issue  in  the  refined  visibility  analysis  (method  4). 

Comment  Response  7  -  The  Wyoming  Interstate  Company's 
Rawlins  Station  (WDEQ-AQD  Permit  #  CT-1287)  with  nearly 


250  tpy  NO,  emissions  should  not  have  been  included  in  the 
far-field  impact  analysis.  Its  NO,  emissions  were  subject  to  a 
WDEQ-AQD  offset  reduction  with  the  Colorado  Interstate 
Gas  Company's  Muddy  Gap  Station  (WDEQ-AQD 
Permit  #  CT-1286),  which  is  permitted  at  nearly  240  tpy  NO, 
emissions.  The  Rawhns  Station  should  have  been  identified  in 
the  Air  Quahty  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  I  - 
Appendix  D:  Emissions  Inventory  -  Cumulative  Emissions 
Sources,  Table  D-3,  WDEQ  Permitted  Sources  [Excluded])  and 
not  included  in  the  modeling  analysis.  By  including  both  sources 
in  the  air  quality  impact  analysis,  their  combined  NO,  emissions 
were  overestimated  in  the  air  quality  impact  assessment,  further 
supporting  the  conclusion  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Section  4.1.1.6 
Cumulative  Impacts)  "the  projected  impacts  represent  an  upper 
estimate  of  potential  air  quality  impacts  which  are  imlikely  to 
actually  be  reached." 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  far-field  analysis  emissions 
inventories  were  developed  for  Wyoming  and  Colorado  sources 
permitted  between  June  1993  and  April  1998  and  were 
determined  to  be  non-operational  prior  to  1995.  Sources  that 
obtained  WDEQ-AQD  or  CDPHE-APCD  emission  permits  after 
April  1998  were  not  included  in  this  modeling  analysis.  Please 
also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.91.2,  Comment  Response  22. 

Comment  Response  9  -  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS 
(Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative  Impacts)  "All  existing  background 
emission  sources  were  assmned  to  operate  at  then  existing 
emission  rates  continually  (no  reductions  or  closures)  throughout 
the  LOP  [Life  of  Project],"  and  further  concluding  "Based  on 
these  niunerous  'reasonable,  but  conservative'  analysis 
assumptions,  the  projected  impacts  represent  an  upper  estimate 
of  potential  air  quality  impacts  which  are  unlikely  to  actually  be 
reached."  Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.91.2,  Comment 
Response  13. 

Comment  Response  10  -  The  BLM  believes  that  some  additional 
mitigations  may  be  required  to  ensure  impacts  are  minimized. 
Final  decision  regarding  the  mitigative  actions  that  would  be 
required  for  this  project  will  be  identified  in  the  ROD. 

Comment  Response  11  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  12  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  13  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  14  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  15  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  16  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  17  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 
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Comment  Response  18  -  The  phrase  "where  soils  would  not  hold 
fluids"  refers  to  soil  permeabihty.  CD/WIIPA  soils  are  varied. 
Clay  soils,  due  to  their  limited  permeabihty,  would  in  many  cases 
not  require  reserve  pit  hners;  however,  in  sandy  soil  areas  and  in 
other  areas  where  soils  are  moderately  to  highly  permeable 
reserve  pit  liners  may  be  appropriate  to  prevent  fluids  from 
infiltration.  Please  also  refer  to  Comment  Response  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  19  -  Additional  data  on  the  fimctional 
condition  of  Antelope  and  Bitter  Creeks  are  available  for  review 
at  the  RSFO.  Please  also  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  20  -  The  potential  requirement  for  water 
wells  to  be  drilled  to  depths  of  greater  than  1,000  ft  may  be 
apphed  to  provide  further  assurance  that  surface  waters,  which 
may  be  in  connection  with  shallow  ground  water,  are  protected 
from  depletion.  Please  also  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  21  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  22  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 


B  Comment  Response  23  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 
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above. 

Comment  Response  24  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  25  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  26  -  The  BLM  understands  that  not  all  33 
proposed  locations  may  be  developed  in  the  crucial 
winter /yearlong  range  for  the  Baggs  muledeer  herd;  however,  for 
the  purpose  of  the  EIS,  area-specific  disturbance  estimates  have 
been  applied  to  provide  the  reviewer  with  a  reasonable 
evaluation  of  the  proposed  development.  The  BLM  does  not 
think  your  requested  change  to  the  DEIS  is  necessary. 

Comment  Response  27  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  28  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  29  -  The  BLM  would  not  authorize 
"squeezing"  of  reserve  pits. 

Comment  Response  30  -  Comment  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Comment  Response  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  31  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 

above. 
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Comment  Response  32  -  Comment  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Comment  Response  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  33  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  34  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  35  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  36  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  37  -  In  the  event  that  bald  eagle  roosting 
areas  are  discovered  on  the  CD/WIIPA,  the  BLM  would  consult 
with  both  the  Operators  and  USFWS  prior  to  authorizing 
development  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  roosting  areas. 

Comment  Response  38  -  The  BLM  does  not  beheve  changes  to 
the  DEIS  are  necessary.  Please  also  refer  to  Comment 
Response  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  39  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  40  -  In  the  event  that  programmatic 
agreements  or  discovery  plans  are  required.  Operators  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  their  preparation. 

Comment  Response  41  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  42  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  43  -  Roads  would  be  identified  for 
reclamation  utilizing  the  process  as  described  m  the 
Transportation  Plan  (see  DEIS  Appendix  B)  and  associated 
transportation  planning  technical  support  documents  (BLM 
1999a).  Newly  constructed  roads  to  weU  locations  that  prove  to 
be  uneconomic,  may  be  considered  unnecessary  and  reclaimed 
piu-suant  to  the  Reclamation  Plan  (see  DEIS  Appendix  A). 

Comment  Response  44  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  45  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  46  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  10, 
above. 

Comment  Response  47  -  Comment  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Comment  Response  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  48  -  Comment  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Comment  Response  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  49  -  Comment  noted.  Please  refer  to 
Comment  Response  10,  above. 
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7J.81.1     Letter   81    -    Kim    Floyd,   Wyoming   Wildlife 
Federation 

-^      ^K        =     Working  Today  for  Wildlife's  Tomorrow! 
%    ^      / 

July  13,  1999 


Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office,  BLM 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 


Dor  Mr.  Miller. 

I  am  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation  (WWE).  The  FederatioQ  is  a 
501  (c)  3  nonprofit  orsanization  founded  in  i  937.  We  are  the  largest  coniervation  organization 
in  Wyoming  with  amembenhipconsistingof  nearly  6,500  citizens  and  familica,  TheWWF 
works  for  humera,  anglers  and  other  wildlife  enthusiasts  to  protect  and  enhance  habitat,  lo 
perpemaie  quality  bunting  and  fishing,  to  proiea  citizens'  rights  to  uae  public  lands  and  waien, 
and  to  pmcnote  ethical  hunting  and  fishing.  The  WWF  would  like  to  submit  the  following 
comments  on  the  DEIS  for  the  Continental  Divide/  Wamsutter  II  Natural  Gas  Project  in  Carbon 
and  Sweetwater  Couniiea  in  South  Central  Wyoming. 

The  Wyoming  Wildlife  Federation's  members  are  dissatisfied  with  the  piecemeal  and  inefficient 
method  employed  by  the  BLM  in  facilitating  the  leasing  and  production  of  natural  gas  and  oil 
from  Wyoming's  public  domain.  The  method  currently  in  use  by  the  BLM  enables  private 
corporations  id  adversely  impact  public  lands  and  waters  and  wildlife  without  federal  and  state 
agencies  accurately  assessing  the  cumulative  impacts  dum  those  harmful  actions,  or  compiling 
and  implementing  adequala  reclamacon,  mitigation,  and  restoration  programi  for  those  affected 
resources. 

We,  as  vnW  as  other  conservation  and  advocacy  organizations,  have  long  implored  the  BLM  to 
do  adequate  cumulative  asseasmenis  on  a  regional  level  BEFORE  allowing  our  public  lands  to  be 
teased  or  explored  or  developed  by  indusiry.  We  also  have  long  requested  that,  should 
development  on  public  lands  be  determined  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  incremental,  staged,  well- 
thought-out  development  be  the  methodology  used  niher  than  leasing,  exploring,  and  developing 
widely  scattered  public  lands  acmss  a  broad  region  with  little  thought  grvco  to  disturbing  the 
smallest  amount  of  land  pouible  at  any  one  time-  Other  paramount  considenuioas  of  the  BLM, 
prior  to  giving  approval  for  these  egregious  industrial  projects,  should  be  satisfying  ONLY  the 
pnxiuction  of  the  appropriate  amount  of  hydrocarbons  to  supply  the  need  of  the  American 
marlcet,  and  with  subsequent  post-project  reclamation  of  disturbed  lands  and  waters  and  wUdlife 
I  be  undertaken  PRIOR  to  leasing  or  developing  or  harming  further  public  lands  or  waters. 

P.O.  Box  106  •  Owyennff.  Wyoming  82003  •  Phone  307-637-5433  •  Pax  307-637-6629 
Wyoming  AffilliK  of  Ihe  Nalionol  Wildlife  FcOeraiion 
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project  boundary,  Livestocic  grazing  and  other  activities  in  the  project  area  limit  sage  grouse 
nesting.  Weil  density  and  associated  activities  are  important  to  consider  and  we  feel  that  their 
importance  was  grossly  understated  in  the  DEIS.  We  are  concerned  with  increased  noise  levels 
which  has  proven  to  be  detrimental  to  sage  grouse  populations  and  the  further  destruction  and 
fragmentation  of  sage  grouse  habitat  that  will  result  from  this  proposed  project.  We  ask  the 
Bureau  to  reevaluate  the  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  sage  grouse, 

The  WWF  also  has  concern  with  the  pending  status  of  the  mountain  plover,  The  mountain  plover 
is  being  considered  for  listing  as  threatened  by  the  USFWS  as  1  write  these  comments.  I  found 
very  little  attention  given  to  this  species  in  the  DEIS  in  light  of  the  considerable  amount  of 
habitat  found  in  the  project  area.  Given  ^ese  facts  we  urge  the  Burwiu  to  address  the  impacts  on 
this  potential  threatened  species  in  more  detail  in  the  FEIS. 

The  scenic  values  of  this  vast  area  in  southern  Wyoming  often  receives  little  consider^on  by  the 
BLM,  yet  Wyoming  b  one  of  the  last  areas  in  our  country  that  has  remnants  of  'What  America 
Used  To  Be".  Not  ali  anas  in  our  public  domain  can  be  Wilderness,  yet  many  non-Wilderness 
areas  have,  again  until  recently,  retained  their  "wild'  nature  due  to  an  absence  of  industrial 
facilities.  This  proposed  projea  area  should  not  be  developed  without  adequate  consideration  of 
the  maintenance  of  those  scenic  areas. 

Our  members  value  their  recreational  opportunities  on  our  public  lands  and  waters.  We  feel  that 
those  opportunides  to  take  our  families  hunting,  camping,  fishing,  hiking,  and  exploring  will  be 
adversely  impacted  by  this  project.  It  would  appear  that  the  BLM  has  little  concern  for  these 
often  unquantifiabie  yet  treasured  values  held  by  the  American  public,  and  that  the  BLM 
primarily  serves  the  profit  margin  of  multi-national  corporations. 

I  In  light  of  these  inadequately  addressed  concerns,  we  feel  \his  project  should  be  postponed  or 
canceled,  and  that  adequate  analysis  of  the  appropriateness  of  future  industrial  development  on 
Wyoming's  public  landis  be  undertaken. 
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Sincerely, 
Kifa  A.  rioyd 


^-^^ 


Executive  Director 
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Given  the  enormous  scale  of  this  projea  (Project  Area  ~  1,061,200  acres;  3.000  wells  plus  roads, 
power  lines,  pipelines,  dehydration  facilities,  etc,  etc,),  and  the  fitct  that  the  natural  gas  produced 
is  not  even  currently  needed  in  light  of  other  projects  and  sources  being  available,  it  would  be  a 
good  opportunity  for  the  BLM  to  sitrw  down  its  oatural-gas  program  and  do  the  appropriate 
amount  of  analysts.  This  would  allow  odier  BLM  projects  to  run  their  ctxjrse  and  reclaim  those 
lands  and  wildlife  populations. 

The  WWF  also  recommends  that  the  BLM  in  tiiis  or  any  ftiture  projea  proposal,  come  forth 
with  a  'Conservation  Alternative'  in  ifi  DEIS.  It  should  include  a  recommendation  for  decreased 
density  of  well  pads  and  other  facilities  on  wildlife,  recreational,  or  scenic-sensitive  lands  that  do 
not,  according  to  ctisting  leasea,  completely  prevent  industrial  structures  or  activity.  Such  lands 
would  include  antelope  parturition  areas,  sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood  rearing  areas,  camping, 
hunting,  and  hiking  areas,  and  established  or  historic  wildlife  migration  routes. 

The  BLM  should  not  give  approval  for  this  project  without  surveying  historic  and  current 
pronghom,  elk,  mule  deer,  and  mountain  lion  migradon  routes  through  this  proposed  project 
area.  The  BLM  should  undertake  the  re-establishment  of  historic  migration  routes  for  wild 
ungulates  between  summer  and  winter  ranges.  Landscape-scale  wild  ungulate  and  large 
carnivore  migradon  routes  w«re,  until  a  few  short  decades  ago,  typical  of  Wyoming's  public 
lands.  They  have  been  adveraely  impacttd,  and  ire  in  danger  of  being  lost  entirely,  due  to 
increased  livestock  fencing,  road  building,  industrial  development  and  mismanagement  on  die 
part  of  federal  and  state  resource  managemeni  agencies.  Migration  of  wildlife  across  the 
landscape  is  a  defmiiive  requirement  of 'wild'  wildlife  populations  and  its  consideration  should 
be  included  in  this  and  any  future  federal  actions  affecting  public  resources. 

I  A  'Conservation  Alternative''  could  also  include  the  requirement  by  the  BLM  to  cluster  wells 
using  slant-drilling  technology.  The  absolute  minimum  of  industrial  facilities  on  all  lands  in  the 
prc}ject  area  should  be  a  stated  objective  in  any  project  prapoulby  the  BLM. 

Not  only  die  relatively  undeveloped  nanire  of  some  the  project  area's  laodi  are  in  danger  of  being 
advenely  affected  by  this  proposal,  but  also  the  quality  of  the  air  in  the  entire  region  due  to  this 
and  other  industrial  developments.  The  diemical  and  paniculate  impurities  likely  to  be  generated 
by  this  proposed  project  would  likely  adverady  impact  Wyoming's  lir  qtuUity.  Acid  rain  or  snow 
would  result  from  chemical  toxins  generated  by  these  industrial  emissions  which  would  OcidifV 
Wyoming's  historically  pure  lakes,  ponds,  streams,  and  riven.  The  Wmd  River  Mounains  and 
the  Bridger  Wilderness  lie  northward  &offl  this  project  area  and  are  a  pan  of  die  nationally 
designated  Class  I  ainhed  in  western  Wyoming.  Since  our  membership  values  the  fishing 
hiking,  photography,  hunting,  and  sightseeing  opportunities  in  western  Wyoming,  we  strongly 
urge  that  NOTHINC  should  be  done  in  this  projea  area  that  would  advenely  affect  the  water 
and  visual  purity  in  this  regionL 

The  WWF  has  special  concern  with  die  pending  status  of  sage  grouse  in  Wyoming.  The  possible 
listing  of  this  spedes  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  warrants  a  cumous  approach  to 
development  in  the  proposed  area.  The  large  number  of  leks  within  the  projea  area  boundary,  u 
HA    staled  on  map  4.7,  gives  us  reuon  to  be  concerned.  The  data  in  Table  4. 12,  acreage  of  direct 
^    surface  disturbance  in  sage  g^'^^'^'Q  habiizti,  is  very  misleading.  The  information  indicates  that 
out  of  571,000  tarn  of  probable  nesting  acres  only  2.7%  of  probable  nesting  habitat  will  be 
impacted  by  this  project  This  2.7%  figure  for  nesting  habitat  is  very  low  indeed.  It  is  not  within 
reason  to  believe  that  there  are  S71.OO0  acres  of  vi^le  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  within  the 


7.2.81.2  Letter  81  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  cumulative 
impact  assessment  presented  in  this  EIS  adequately  presents  the 
potential  adverse  effects  associated  with  the  proposed  project  in 
combination  with  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
developments.  Furthermore,  the  reclamation,  mitigation,  and 
restoration  actions  that  will  be  finalized  in  the  ROD  for  this 
project  would  ensure  that  no  imnecessary  or  undue  impacts 
result  from  the  Proposed  Action  or  selected  alternative.  Refer 
to  DEIS  Section  1.2  for  further  detail  on  the  multiple  levels  of 
impact  analyses  required  for  oil  and  gas  development  on  federal 
lands. 

Comment  Response  2  -  See  Comment  Response  1,  above. 
Cumulative  impact  analyses  are  conducted  prior  to  leasing  during 
preparation  of  RMPs  for  each  BLM  Field  Office  (former 
resource  areas).  Furthermore,  the  BLM  considered  minimization 
of  surface  disturbance  during  preparation  of  this  EIS,  and  further 
consideration  of  surface  disturbance  would  be  applied  diu-ing  the 
APD  and  ROW  application  processes.  See  also  DEIS 
Section  2.5. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  BLM  is  not  responsible  for 
determining  when  a  proposed  development  activity  is  necessary. 
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Once  lands  are  leased,  the  BLM  lacks  the  authority  to 
prohibit/substantially  delay  lease  development.  See  also  DEIS 
Section  2.5. 

Comment  Response  4  -  Reclamation  of  distiu-bed  areas  occurs 
only  after  areas  are  no  longer  required  for  activities.  The  BLM 
is  obligated  under  FLPMA  to  manage  lands  for  multiple 
resources;  therefore,  there  will  be  some  trade-offs  among 
resources  and  resource  users.  See  also,  Comment  Response  3, 
above. 

Comment  Response  5  -  See  Comment  Responses  3  and  4,  above. 

Comment  Response  6  -  Alternatives  A  and  B,  which  limit 
development  on  federal  lands  in  areas  with  sensitive  resources, 
are  analyzed  in  this  EIS  for  many  of  the  pm^poses  you  mention. 
Please  note  that  changes  have  been  made  in  this  FEIS  such  that 
areas  within  a  2-mi  radius  of  sage  grouse  leks  are  now 
considered  SRAs. 

Comment  Response  7  -  The  BLM  believes  a  survey  of  wildlife 
migration  routes  is  unnecessary  since  much  of  this  data  is 
currently  available  from  the  WGFD  and  is  presented  in  the 
DEIS  (see  Section  3.2.2.1).  Furthermore,  the  BLM  has  no 
control  over  fences  on  private  lands,  there  are  no  extensive 
fences  proposed  by  this  project,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  this 
project  would  block  wildlife  migration  routes.  See  also  DEIS 
Section  4.2.3.1. 

Comment  Response  8  -  Directional  drilling  of  multiple  wells 
from  one  pad  could  occur  under  any  alternative,  and  the  BLM 
would  not  authorize  unnecessary  and  undue  actions.  See  also 
DEIS  Section  2.5. 

Comment  Response  9  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.84.2, 
Comment  Response  27. 

Comment  Response  10  -  There  are  an  estimated  345,500  acres 
of  probable  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  in  the  CD/WIDPA  (see 
FEIS  Table  3.14).  The  BLM  believes  that  potential  impacts  to 
sage  grouse  are  adequately  addressed  in  the  EIS.  Sage  grouse 
leks  and  the  area  within  a  2-mi  radius  have  been  added  to  the 
hst  of  sensitive  resources  in  Alternatives  A  and  B,  and  the  BLM 
now  beUeves  that  potentially  significant  adverse  impacts  could 
occur  to  sage  grouse  imder  the  Proposed  Action. 

Comment  Response  11  -  Potential  impacts  to  moimtain  plover 
are  discussed  in  DEIS  Sections  4.2.5  and  E-5.2.6. 

Comment  Response  12  -  Visual  resource  impacts  are  considered 
in  detail  in  DEIS  Section  4.6.  Please  note  that  the  BLM  now 
considers  the  potential  for  a  change  in  landscape  character  to  be 
a  significant  adverse  impact. 

Comment  Response  13  -  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  is 
concerned  with  all  area  resources  and  resoiu-ce  users  and  will 
manage  resources  in  accordance  with  FLPMA  directives. 

Comment  Response  14  -  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  believes 
that  potential  project  and  cumulative  impacts  and  associated 
mitigative  actions  are  adequately  analyzed  in  this  EIS. 


7^.82.1      Letter   82   -    David   S.   Petrie,   Union    Pacific 


Resources 

SSfflJ"  Union  Pacific 
rft^.  Resources 


hcGEIVED 

I 

'     JUL    15  B99 


lllPeAU  OF  L*ND  MANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  FIELD OFFIc" 


CUir  Miller 
RnwUna  Field  Oflice 
BuTonu  of  Land  MsDagemem 
P.O.  Box  2407 
RawliniWY  82301-2407 

Re:  Draft  EavinjBmental  Impact  StatemeDt-CoBtioental  DMde/Wanunttcr  n 
Nntoral  Gis  Project 

Dear  Mr.  Miller 

Umon  Pacific  Reaourcea  (UPR)  ia  pleased  lo  submit  for  your  review  and  cotiaideraiion 
the  following  comments  on  the  Contiaeiital  Divide/Wamsutter  n  Natural  Gas  Project 
(CD/WnPA  Dmit  EIS)  for  inclusion  into  the  Final  EIS  document  and  Record  of 
Decision. 

Union  Pacific  Resources  supporta  the  Propoaed  Action  Alternative  in  this  document  on 
federal  lands.  UPR  believes  tbe  contiaued  environmentally  sound  extraction  of  clean 
bttming  natural  gaa  is  vital  to  our  nation's  air  quality  and  to  the  reduction  of  dependence 
on  oil  and  gas  imports.  UPR.  believes  the  BLM  has  not  adequately  addressed  the  above 
issues  in  this  diXumenC  nor  have  they  fiilly  evaluated  the  economic  benefit  of  this  project 
on  the  local,  county,  state,  and  federal  level.  UPR  believes  the  human  oivimnment 
continues  to  be  evaluated  in  a  subservient  maimer  to  other  environmental  iasties.  UPR 
requests  that  tbe  BLM  fiilly  and  completely  evaluate  and  iiKlude  in  the  final  draft  an  in 
depth  economic  evaluation  of  the  positive  impacts  of  ibis  project  to  the  above 
governments  snd  eonsnunities. 

Union  Pacific  Resounds  recommends  the  following  changes  and  provides  the  leaaomng 
for  the  change  below  each  item. 

Executive  Summary 

Pagev 

"^ince  over  half  of  the  CD/WUFA  ia  not  federally  owned  and  since  the  BLM  would  not 

deny  accasa-** 

The  woida  would  pot  should  read  can  apt. 

Union  Pacific  Reaouices  believes  the  BLM  lacks  the  authoiity  to  deny  access  to  private 
and/or  state  lands  as  referenced  in  the  Wyoming  BLM  InsBuction  Menwraodlffl)  No. 
WY-9>.036  and  BLM  Manual  2800.06D,  raleaae  2-224. 
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Letter  82 
Page  2 


David  S.  Petrie,  Union  Pacific  Resources, 


hLGElVED 


r 


JUL   ]  5  I 


rtUOEAU  OF  UNO  MANAGEM6NT 

=i/-w(.iMj;  Field  OFFICE 
Pnge  1-9  

"Sued  on  long-tenn  diatcrlwnce  acreage  required  per  well  &r  tbe  (CD/WIIPA)   (2.77 

acra)  i^proximBtely  \6S5  wells  could  be  sutborized  in  tbe  RFO-" 

Tbe  words  on  Federal  laodj  ihouid  follow  1655  wells. 

Uoicm  Pacific  Kesomcea  believes  the  BLM  can  only  authorize  wells  witb  federal 
involvement 

Page  1.9 

"BLM  bai  the  authority  to  modify  the  siting  and  deaign  of  facilities,  to  comrol  the  nos  of 
development  and  timing  of  activities,  and  to  require  other  reaaonabie  mitigation-  (BLM 
Fonn  3100-11  and  43  CJJL  3101.1—2)" 
The  words  on  Federal  tandi  asain  should  be  added  after  the  word  facilidca. 

Union  Pacific  Kesoorces  bolicvia  tben  are  many  places  the  words  on  federal  lands 
should  be  added.  Tbe  BLM  has  stated  in  this  document  that  they  do  not  have  authority 
over  private  lands,  however  throughoot  the  document  they  infer  thai  they  do.  UPR 
requeata  that  the  wording  "00  federal  lands'  bo  added  as  necesaary  to  convct  any 
nuaunderatanding  by  the  general  pubhc  to  the  BLM's  authority. 

Page  M2 

Toilowing  expbradon  and  confimuiion  drilling,  the  Operators  generally  know  the 
approximate  extent  of  drilling  and  surface  disturbance  that  will  be  roquiied  to  fijlly 
develop  the  field." 

The  word  adequate  should  be  added  in  fioat  of  confinnadon. 

Many  times  the  BLM  does  not  allow  an  adequate  oumber  of  coniinnation  welli  to  truly 
dMermine  tbe  extent  of  tbe  field  and/or  surface  distorbance. 

Proposed  Actton  and  Altamattves 

Page  2-8 

"Coocurnmt  with  new  development,  a  lyaton/databaae  for  tallying  new  disturbance  less 

reclaimed  aroaa  would  be  developed. 

Union  Pacific  Resoutoei  believes  tfaii  requirement  is  clearly  the  cespontibiUty  of  the 
BLM  and  should  be  clearly  atated  withm  the  above  text 

I  Page  2-9 
"^LM  would  not  neceaaarily  deny  acceaa  to  tbeae  Imda," 
Should  ivad  BLJvl  eannot  dny  "^f—  to  tbeae  lands, 
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Letter  82 
Page  3 


David  S.  Petrie,  Union  Pacific  Resources, 


I  Union  Pacific  RBSources  believes  the  BLM  is  again  trying  to  infer  authority  they  do  not 
have  over  private  lands.  This  inference  misleads  the  public  as  to  the  extent  of  BLM 
jimadicdon  over  private  lands. 

EaviTDnmental  Coniequencea,  Midgadon,  and  Monitoring 


10 


Page  4-1 

"However,  the  BLM  lacks  authority  to  enforce  these  measures  on  private  landa,  and  in 
absence  of  these  mitigalion  measures,  impacts  to  many  CD/WUPA  resourees  could  be 
signiScanL  Nonetheless,  the  Operators  have  committed  to  implementing  the  proposed 
project  with  public  safety  and  environmental  consciousness  throughout  the  CD/WIIPA 
and  for  the  LOP  inso&T  as  landowner  preforence  and  agreement  allow," 

Should  read- 

Kowever,  the  BLM  lacks  authority  to  enforce  these  measures  on  private  lands. 

Union  Pacific  Resonrces,  an  operator  and  private  surface/mineral  ov/na  in  the  area  ia 
imaware  of  any  such  Operator  Agreement  on  private  lands.  Union  Pacific  Resources 
believes  that  any  such  agreement  would  bo  outside  the  scope  of  this  document,  as  it  does 
not  ^ply  to  a  federal  action. 

Page  4-3 

Each  Operator  may  be  required  to  have  an  individual  serve  as  Hoviroomentsl  CompliBnce 
Coordinator. 

Should  be  removed- 
Union  Paciiic  Resources  believes  the  BLM  does  not  have  tiie  authority  to  require  private 
companies  or  individuals  to  serve. 

4.1, LI  Proposed  Action 

"No  violation  of  applicable  state  or  federal  air  quality  reguiationa  of  standards  are 
expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of  direct  or  indirect  project-speciEc  air  pollutant  emissions 
(including  construction  and  operation)." 

Union  Pacific  Resources  believes  the  above  statemem  along  widi  a  statement  recognizing 
the  State  of  Wyoming-  Department  of  Air  Quality  oa  having  the  uithority  for  air  quality 
in  conjunction  with  this  project  is  auffident 


Additional  Potential  BLM  Required  Mitigation 


7.2.82.2  Letter  82  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yom-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  beUeves  socioeconomic  and 
other  beneficial  impacts  are  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 
Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.86.2,  Comment  Response  2. 

Comment  Response  2  -  Your  comment  is  noted;  however,  the 
BLM  believes  that  your  requested  text  change  is  unnecessary. 
Please  see  DEIS  Sections  2.4  and  2.5. 

Comment  Response  3  -  RMP-identified  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  accoimts  for  all  wells  in  the  planning  area  (i.e., 
wells  on  both  federal  and  non-federal  lands).  No  EIS  text 
changes  have  been  made. 

Comment  Response  4  -  The  text  has  been  changed  to  include 
the  words  "on  federal  mineral  estate".  See  FEIS  Section  1.2.5. 
The  BLM  understands  that  it  has  limited  authority  over  private 
land  development  and  beUeves  the  DEIS  clearly  points  this  out 
(see  DEIS  Sections  2.4  and  2.5). 

Comment  Response  5  -  The  text  has  been  changed  to  include  the 
words  "adequate"  prior  to  "confu-mation".  See  FEIS  Section  1.2.8. 


Comment  Response  6 
Section  2.2. 


The  text  has  been  changed.   See  FEIS 


Letter  82 
Page  4 


David  S.  Petrie,  Union  Pacific  Resomces, 


I  Although  idditioca]  mitigHnon  beyond  the  currant  "operator  commintti  mitigstion'*  is 
unnecessary,  Union  Pidfic  Resources  believes  the  term  "on  fialenU  Irads"  must  be  sdded 
to  those  spplicable  requirements. 

I  It  is  importmt  to  note  the  detennination  of  "no  significant  impacts"  has  been  found  for 
ahnost  all  resources.  With  site  specific  EA's  to  be  done  on  each  federal  APD  any 
potential  "significant  impacr  will  be  avoided.  Union  Pacific  Resources  believa  it  is 
apparent  additional  mitigation  is  excessive  and  imnecessary. 

I  Union  Pacific  Resources  recommends  die  BLM  approve  die  EB  Proposed  Action  wiUi 
die  current  protections  for  all  resources  under  the  committed  mitigation.  Union  Pacific 
Resources  believes  the  final  EIS  and  ROD  should  be  complcntd  as  aoon  as  poasiTlle  to 
mininiize  the  need  to  commence  operations  dunng  the  winter  months.  This  timely  action 
will  minimize  winter  range  exception  requests  and  costly  wintertime  operations. 

Union  Pacific  Resources  apprecistea  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Draft 
Continental  DivideWamsuner  II  EIS.  If  you  should  have  any  questions,  please  feel  6ee 
to  contact  David  Petrie  at  (8l7>321-7664  or  e-mail  ar  DavidPetrie(aupr.mm. 


Sincerely, 


David  S.  Petiie 

MMMser  Planauis  RafDluny  Aaalyiit 


Comment  Response  7  -  The  BLM  believes  the  text  is  appropriate 
as  written.  No  changes  have  been  made.  See  Comment 
Response  4,  above. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  BLM  beheves  the  text  is  appropriate 
as  written,  and  no  changes  have  been  made. 

Comment  Response  9  -  The  BLM  believes  the  text  is  appropriate 
as  written,  and  no  changes  have  been  made. 

Comment  Response  10  -  Please  refer  to  DEIS  Section  4.1.1  and 
FEIS  Section  7.2.58.2,  Comment  Response  1. 

Comment  Response  11  -  Comment  noted.  See  also  Comment 
Response  4,  above  and  FEIS  Section  7.2.80.2,  Comment 
Response  10. 

Comment  Response  12  -  See  FEIS  Section  7.2.80.2,  Comment 
Response  10. 

Comment  Response  13  -  Comment  noted. 
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7^.83.1     Letter  83  -  Oliver  D.  Ihasz 


RECEIVED 


JUL   1  5  B99 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
flAWUNS  FIELD  OFFICE 


Oliver  D,  Ihasz 
24  Dartmouth  Drive 
DeerPark,  NY  11729 
516  243-5082 

Jerry  Albercus,  President 
Ultra  Petroleum 
304  InvemoM  Way  South 
Englewood,  Colorado  801 12 


RE:  GREEN  RIVER  BASIN,  CONTmENTAL  DIVIDEAVAMSUTTER  0  NATURAL 
GAS  PROJECT,  SWEETWATER  AND  CARBON  COUNTIES,  WYOMING. 


Dear  Jerry: 

As  a  landowner  in  one  of  the  prime  areas  of  the  CDAVII  Natural  Gas  Project,  I  have  been 
following  the  project  development  with  great  interest. 

My  property  of  80  acres  is  just  south  of  Wamsutter  in  Sweetwater  County,  bordering  the 
Carbon  County  line.  It  is  the  South  half  af  the  Southeast  one-quarler  of  Section  25, 
Township  17  North,  Range  94  West,  6*  Principal  Meridian,  Sweetwater  County, 
Wyoming, 

While  I  eojoy  the  beauty  of  our  unspoiled  wilderness  lands,  I  also  realize  the  need  to  rely 
more  on  a  clean  source  of  energy,  natural  gas.  I  am  very  much  in  fiivor  of  the  Green 
River  Basin,  CD/WII  Nattxrai  Gas  Project.  I  sincerely  hope  that  h  receives  the  blessing  of 
all  the  regulatory  agencies  involved  and  begins  fiill-scale  openmon  in  the  near  future. 

I  invhe  all  interested  parties  to  consider  the  use  of  my  land  in  this  most  significant 
project.  Should  you  be  imerested  in  the  property  as  a  well  site,  a  housing  location  for 
project  personnel  or  purchasing  it  outright  please  let  me  know. 

Should  your  company  hive  an  interest  m  my  proposal,  please  contact  me  at  my  office 
address:  Oliver  D.  Ihan,  Senior  Vice  Ibidem  Absohne  Return  Advisen  Ltd. 
Banenshire  Building,  Historic  Route  7A-N,  Maocbester  Cemer.  Vermont  05255.  Phone  # 
S02  362-4320,  Fax  #  802  362-5274. 

Thanlc  you  for  your  time  and  consideruion.  I  wish  you  and  your  company  great  success 
in  this  most  promising  venture. 


Sincerely, 


OU^»Sl 


7^.84.1     Letter  84  -  Carolyn  Byrd  and  Jeff  Kessler, 
Wyoming  Outdoor  Council 

WYOMING 


OUTDOOR 
COUNCIL 


3U  LLsMln  amMt,  Ijwdv,  WtdbiIrb  BZS20 
(SOT)  393-7031  —  «ae«nnlBii.eoin 


BY  PAX  307-328-4224  AND 
E-MAILrawliii6_wyTnaiiablm.gov 


July  15, 1999 


Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Maiuigcment 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 

RE  CONTINENTAL  DIVIDE/VVAMSUTTER  U  DEIS 


^ECBVED" 


^^^^m^M 


The  Wyoming  Outdoor  Council  (WOC)  and  Biodiver^ty  Aasodates  appreciate 
tiua  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Drait 
Envirorxmental  Impact  Statement  fDEIS).  As  you  know,  WOC  has  an  ongoing 

I  interest  in  oil  and  gas  development  and  its  impacts  in  Soutfiwest  Wyoming.  It  is 
our  position  that  the  development  of  this  resource  should  prooeed  in  a  manner 
that  protects  the  surface  resources  of  the  public  lands. 

As  we  pointed  out  in  our  scoping  comments,  a  project  of  tfiia  size  (3,000  new 
wells  on  3,000  locations,  1,500  miles  of  new  roads,  1,S00  miles  of  new  pipelines, 
five  comprBSor  stations,  a  gas  processing  plant,  ten  evaporation  ponds,  five 
produoed  water  disposal  wells,  50  water  wella,  and  all  the  aasodated  human 
activity)  will  cause  a  multitude  of  negative  environmental  conaequenoea,  some  of 
which  are  unavaidable.  In  many  instances,  however,  certain  kinds  of  impacts 
can  be  reduced  or  even  eliminated  by  proper  planning,  ^ughtfulneai,  and 
cooperation  of  the  operators.  Given  ^e  scale  of  this  project  and  the  natiual 
resouicea  at  risk,  we  remind  the  ELM  tiiat,  under  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  BLM  must  hilly  analyze  all  Ae  direct  indirect  and 

nl  cumulative  impacts  of  its  dedsions.  The  BLM  must  base  its  dedsiorw  On  soimd^ 

^  I  adence  and  the  best  available  information. 

WOC  b  concerned  that  the  BLM  seems  to  beUeve  ^t  because  of  the 
checkerboard  of  land  ownenhip  and  because  of  potential  drainage  of  fiederal 
minerals,  it  has  no  other  option  than  to  allow  full  Held  development  We 
encourage  the  BLM  to  consider  alternatives  to  immediate  full  field  developn^ent 
to  assert  its  duties  to  aiulyze  impacts  on  private  land  and  to  fully  disclose  the 
potential  for  drainage  given  ttie  zeology  of  the  project  area.  WOC  worries  diat 
the  flteady  seemingly  unatoppable  deveiopment  or  Southwest  Wyoming  is 
occurring  without  fiill  con^eration  of  the  long  term  cumulative  atui  nr 
reaching  effects  of  industri,alization.  without  adequate  ii\fbrmatian  concerning 
wildlife  and  other  resources  and  without  a  oeative  coruideratian  of  how  to 
effectively  prevent  ineparable  damage  to  the  area's  wildlife,  water  and  air 
quality,  recteation  opportunities  and  scenic  values. 

Wyoming  CoasMrvarion  Action  ^nct  1967 
O 


7.2.83.2  Letter  83  Commept  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  yoiu-  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  aU  comments  during  preparation  of  an  BIS. 


Letter  84  -  Carolyn  Byrd  and  Jeff  Kessler,  Wyoming 
Outdoor  Council,  Page  2 


THE  BLM  MUST  PROTECT  THE  SURFACE  RESOXmCES  OF  THE  FUBUC 
LANDS. 

PuiBuant  to  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  43  VS,C  §§ 
17D1  to  I7S4,  the  BLM  mustprotect  the  public  land.  According  to  Section 
1732(b)(empha5is  added),  "m  maiutging  Ihe  public  lands  Ak  ^ctetaiy  shall,  by 
regulation  or  o^ierwiae,  take  any  action  ntcssiazy  to  prevent  unnccciaary  or 
undue  degradation  of  the  lands."  Additiaiuliy,  ^  BIM  aholl  manage  its 
resources  under  die  principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  ylekL  43  U^-C.  § 
1732(a).  FLPMA  defines  "multiple  use"  as  the  management  of  the  public  lands 
to: 

[B]eat  meet  lbs  present  and  future  needs  of  the  Ameiian  people;  making 
the  most  judicious  use  of  the  land  for  some  or  all  of  diese  resources  or 
related  services  over  areas  large  cnou^  to  provide  sufficient  ladtude  for 
periodic  adjustments  in  use  to  conform  to  aianging  rteeda  and  conditions; 
the  use  of  some  land  for  less  than  all  of  the  resources;  a  combination  of 
balanced  and  diverse  resource  uses  tiiat  takes  into  account  the  long-term 
needs  of  future  generatiana  for  renewable  and  nonrenewable  resources, 
including,  but  ru)t  limited  to,  recreation,  range,  timber,  minerals, 
watershed,  wildUfie  and  fish,  and  natural  sceiuc,  scientific  and  hlstoikal 
values:  and  hazmonious  arid  coordinated  marugement  of  the  various 
resources  without  permanent  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land 
and  Oie  quality  of  the  environment  with  consideration  being  given  to  the 
relative  values  of  the  resources  and  not  necessarily  to  the  coiwination  of 
uses  Oiat  will  give  the  greatest  ecorvomic  return  or  ttw  greatest  unit 
output 

43  U£.C§  1702(c). 

Following  this  direction,  multiple  uae  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wainsuttcr  U 
(CD/Wn)  area  would  imply  plaimmg  and  padng  natural  ga«  development  to 
provide  sufficient  latituoe  for  pedodlc  adiuitments  in  use  to  conform  to 
aianeing  needs  and  conditians.'  Especially  given  die  extensive  natural  gas 
devtiopment  throughout  Southwest  Wyoming,  it  is  essential  that  due  BUU 
provide  'sufficient  latitude*  to  ensure  dut  industrial  development  does  not 
overwhelm  all  the  other  resources,  hi  other  words,  by  committing  vast  stretches 
of  Soudtwest  Wyoming  to  Industrializatian,  the  BLM  will  not  be  able  to  provide 
for  the  long-term  needs  of  futuic  goicntions.  Qeariy,  die  American  public  has 
ei^Messed  a  desire  an4  need  to  sustain  wildlife,  dean  water  and  air  and  the  full 
range  of  recreation  opportunities.  The  BLM  must  balance  these  needs  with  the 
development  of  natimtl  gaa  in  Soudiwest  Wyoming.  The  Bl^  must  not  aSow 
dwse  invaluable  surface  resources  to  be  in^aired  or  degraded  to  a^levc  the 
gmtast  aconacnic  return  and  unit  output  for  the  oil  anogai  operatora. 

More  ^wcificalfy,  BLMa  regulations  detail  the  agency'*  lesponsibllltita 
regarding  oil  and  gaa  devetopownL  The  r^;uUfibRa,iit43CF£.S  3161.2,  state 
(cmphacis  added): 
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The  authorized  officer  is  authorized  and  directed  to  approve . . . 
deveiopment  or  production  of  oil  and  gas. . .  to  require  compliance  with 
leaBe  tenns,  with  the  regulations  in  this  title  and  aU  other  applicable 
regulations  promulgated  under  the  dted  laws;  and  to  require  that  all 
operaHona  be  conducted  in  a  manner  which  protects  other  natural 
resources  and  the  enviromnental  quality,  protects  life  and  property  and 
results  in  the  maximum  ultimatE  recovery  of  oil  and  gas  with  minimum 
waste  and  with  minimum  adverse  effect  on  the  ultimate  recovery  of  other 

mineral  resources Before  approving  operations  on  leasehold,  the 

authorized  officer  shall  determine  that  the  lease  is  in  effect,  that  acceptable 
bond  coverage  has  been  provided  and  that  the  proposed  plan  of 
operatiOM  ia  tound  both  from  a  technical  and  environmental 
itandpoinL 

We  understand  industry's  view  that  this  rule  requires  maximum  ultimate 
recovery.  However,  you  cannot  ignore  the  preceding  phrase  that  requires 
jwotection  of  natural  resources  and  environment  quality.  The  regulation  clearly 
requunes  protection  of  the  environment  AND  maximum  ultimate  recovery,  thus, 
the  duty  to  protect  the  cnvirorunent  is  a  precedent  limitation  on  maximum 
ultimate  recovery. 

Even  more  specifically,  Ihe  Standard  Lease  Terms  at  Section  5,  state  (emphasis 
added): 

Leasee  shall  conduct  operations  in  a  marmer  that  TninimizCT  advene 
Impact!  to  the  land,  aix.  and  water,  to  cultural,  biological,  visual,  and 

other  resources,  and  to  other  land  users  or  ueera To  the  extent 

eonsutent  with  lease  rights  granted,  such  measures  may  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  modification  to  siting  or  design  of  facilities,  timing  of 
operations,  and  specification  of  interim  and  final  reclamation  maaames. 

Thus,  iiie  BLM  has  ample  authority  to  require  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  to  proceed  only  in  a  manner  that  protects  all  other  natural 
resources  and  environmental  quality.  Moreover,  regarding  the  protection  on 
plant  and  animal  species  that  are  protected  by,  or  may  need  the  protection  of  the 
Endangered  Spedes  Act,  the  BLM  must  take  affirmative  steps  to  protect  these 
speaes.  16  U.5.C.  §  1531(c).  Because  that  the  impacts  of  development  on  wildlife 
are  largely  unknown,  the  BLM  should  proceed  with  enough  latrhide  in  the  pace 
and  spacing  of  development  to  make  adjustments  to  wildUfe  rweda.  Given  this 
dear  and  ample  authority  to  protect  surface  resources,  and  the  importance  and 
aerisitivity  of  the  rewurces  in  the  CD  AVH  area,  we  a»k  that  you  re-examine  the 
underlymg  premise  that  led  you  to  commit  to  approving  this  proiect  and  reject 
ojnsKieration  of  fewer  wells  and  phased  developmenL 
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I  grazing  practices  to  offect  impacts  to  grouse  from  natural  gas  development 

A  conservation  alternative  that  includes  measures  to  protect  the  unique  wildlife, 
scenic,  water  and  air  quality  and  other  resources  of  the  CD/Wn  area  is  within 
the  BLMs jurisdiction  and  is  certainly  a  reasonable  altemath^e  that  must  be 
comidered  under  NEFA.  It  is  reasonable  because  the  BLM  has  a  duty  to  protect 
the  natural  resources  of  the  public  lands  and  the  CD/WH  area  contains 
outstanding  and  irreplaceable  wildlife  and  other  riatural  resources. 

Even  if  the  BLM  is  still  concerned  that  it  does  rwt  have  the  au*ority  to  impose 
environmental  protection  measures  on  leaseholdens  it  nonetheless  has  the 
rcsponsibiUty  under  NEPA  to  consider  a  conservation  alternative  in  the  EC. 
Aitenutives  are  the  heart  of  an  EIS.  40  CJJt  §  1502.14.  An  EIS  "should  present 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives  in  comparative 
form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing  a  clear  basis  for  choice 
among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and  the  public."   40  C  J  Jl.  §  1502.14. 
According  to  NEPA's  regulaticms,  the  BLM  shall  "iiKlude  reasonable  alternatives 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency."  The  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ)  has  further  explained  NEPA's  requirement  to  consider  reasonable 
alternatives.  In  number  two  of  the  40  Most  Asked  Questions,  46  Fed.  Rea  18026 
(1981),  the  CEQ  states: 

In  determining  the  scope  of  alternatives  to  be  considered,  the  emphasis  is 
on  what  is  "reasonable  rather  than  on  whether  the  oroponent  or  applicant 
likes  or  is  itself  capable  of  carrying  out  a  particular  alternative.  Reasonable 
alternatives  include  those  that  are  practical  or  feasible  rrom  die  technical 
and  economic  standpoint  and  using  common  sense,  rather  than  simply 
desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  the  appUcant. 

Number  two  of  the  40  Questions  continues,  lajn  alternative  that  is  outside  the 
legal  jurisdiction  of  the  lead  agency  must  a  tUl  be  analyzed  in  the  EIS  if  it  is 
reasonable.  A  potential  conflict  with  load  or  federal  law  does  not  neceBoarily 
rmderan  alternative  unreasonable,  although  such  conflicts  must  be  cansidcied." 
Therefore,  even  if  the  law  precluded  BLM  fiom  limiting  development,  it  should 
Still  consider  in  detail  a  conservation  alternative. 

Recently,  tire  IBLA,  in  Southern  Utah  WiUemas  Alliance  et  al.,  144 IBLA  70, 
Tupported  the  BLM  in  hilly  analyzing  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  devebpmem  on 
dttert  bi^m  sheep  even  though  the  RMP  and  the  lease  did  not  even 
acknowledge  the  presence  of  the  sheep.  Further,  tiw  IBLA  supported  the  BLM  in 
providing  protection  for  the  sheep  in  order  to  "avoid  unnecessary  and  undue 

Xdation  of  tiw  public  lands."  144  IBLA  at  74.  In  approving  the  APD  for  the 
_  J^  °^-M  attached  conditions  of  approval  tiiat  significantly  expanded  the 
protections  afforded  the  sheep  compared  to  the  protectiona  induded  In  the  RMP 
and  lease. 
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GIVEN  THE  BLM-s  OBUGATIONS  TO  PROTECT  SURFACE  RESOURCES 
THE  BLM  SHOULD  CONSIDER  A  NATURAL  RESOURCE  PROTECTION 
ALTERNATIVE. 

Because  we  know  ttiat  ti«  CD/WH  area  contains  crudal  wildlife  habitat 
induding  crudal  winter  range,  raptor  concentrations  and  potential  threatened, 
endangOTd  and  sensitive  (TES)  habiut,  and  because  the  sage  grouse  is  a 
sensitive  spedes  requiring  special  cor\eideration  and  protection,  the  BLM  must 
take  a  hard  look  at  an  alternative  tiuit  emphasizes  specific  measures  to  protect 
the  surface  resources  of  the  CD/Wn  area.  In  our  scoping  comments  we  asked 
the  BLM  to  develop  and  analyze  an  alternative  that  would  provide  greater 
protection  for  sensitive  resources  and  values  affected  by  impacta  from  natural 
gas  development  activitifis.  Uruier  this  alternative  BLM  would  prohibit,  for 
example,  development  in  visually  sensitive  areas  (VRM  H);  in  crudal  big  game 
winter  range  and  birthing  areas;  within  1  mile  of  active  raptor  rasts  and  sage 
grouse  leks,  breeding  areas,  and  winter  range;  within  wetunds,  riparian,  and 
fioodplains;  on  steep  slopes  and  sensitive  soils;  within  1  /2  mile  ofopen  water 
counses;  in  areas  contairung  sensitive  cultural  resourcea  or  spiritual  sites;  in 
potentia]  black-footed  ferret  habitat;  in  ACECs  and  WSAs;  and  within  1  mile  of 
residences.  We  again  ask  for  an  alternative  that  indudes  this  level  of  lut&ce 
resource  protection. 

In  Altemathres  A  and  B,  tfie  DEIS  does  provide  for  protection  of  Scnsithre 
Resource  Areas  (SRAs).  However  the  DEIS  does  not  dearly  define  SRAs.  We 
know  that  SRAs  irudude  areas  with  stabilized  sand  dunes,  raptor  nating  anas, 
crudal  habitat,  cultural  resource  sites,  residential  areas  and  Visual  Resource 
Areas-  But  what  is  ihe  BLM's  definition  of  crudal  habitat?    Are  sage  grouse  leks 
and  nesting  areas  irvduded  in  SRAs?  They  should  be.  Map  2J  delineates  SRAs 
but  does  not  identify  why  they  are  designated  as  SRAa.  Are  the  SRAs  large 
ertough  and  contiguous  enough  to  provide  for  and  protect  the  sensitive  resources 
they  were  delineated  for? 

The  DEB  also  confines  its  protection  of  SRAs  to  limits  on  dlsturiied  acres.  We 
believe  that  well  densities  and  the  wildlife  habitat  value  of  the  acres  to  be 
distuii>ed  muat  also  be  considered.  Not  every  acre  is  of  equal  value  to  wildlifc 
and  the  BLM  must  insure  that  it  protecb  in^iortant  wildlife  habitat  rather  Aan 
xncrely  limiting  the  number  of  acres  that  can  be  distuibed.  Moit  troubling  is  die 
BLM's  disdaimer  that  if  drainage  of  federal  ^  reaervea  becomes  an  Imu,  all 
protective  and  reclamation  rvquiicments,  including  thoac  for  SRAs,  may  b« 
waived. 

I  In  a  oonaervation  alternative,  the  BLM  should  consider  concentrated 
development  facilities  as  a  means  to  minimize  aurfece  impacts.  By  conceitnting 
oomprosor  stations  and  other  gas  related  fadltties  in  one  location  the  impacts  to 
the  environment  may  be  lessened. 

I  Further,  ttie  BLM  ahould  consider  ahematives  to  drilling  additional  wells  to 
I  0 1  prevent  drainage  of  federal  minerala.  The  EIS  ahoukl  anafyze  the  option  of 
I  monetary  comperuatlon  for  drainage  rather  than  additional  wcUa. 
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We  ask  tiw  BLM  to  perform  the  same  level  of  analysis  and  provide  the 
appropriate  levels  of  protection  here.  The  BLM  ahould  fully  analyze  the  impacts 
of  oil  aiui  gas  on  all  the  surface  resources  of  die  CD/Wn  area,  ahould  fully 
consider  a  conservation  alternative  that  incoipDrates  a  wide  array  of  resource 
protective  measures  and  the  BLM  ahould  include  stringent  protection  for  the 
surface  resources  in  approving  any  and  all  APDs. 

THIS  ACnON  MUST  COMPLY  WITH  THE  RMP(a) 

According  to  FLPMA,  at  43  XJS.C.  §  1732(aKemphaais  added): 

The  Secretary  ahall  nuuiage  the  public  lands  under  principles  of  multiple 
use  arui  sustained  yield,  in  accordance  with  the  land  osc  plana  developed 
by  him  under  section  1712  of  this  tide  when  they  are  available,  except  that 
where  a  tract  of  such  public  land  has  been  dedicated  to  specific  uses 
according  to  any  other  provisions  of  law  it  ahall  be  managed  in 
accordance  wife  audi  law. 

However,  the  CD/Wn  projea  does  not  comply  with  the  applicable  RMP(a).  For 
example,  this  project  will  exceed  the  reasonably  foreseeable  development 
estimate  in  the  GDRA  RMP.  DEB  at  1-8.  If  the  BLM  approved  the  wella 
projected  in  this  project,  the  number  of  wells  in  the  RMP  will  be  exceeded.  And 
the  DEES  is  unclear  on  how  many  acres  will  be  disturbed  for  eadi  well  under 
etch  altenutive  for  how  long,  especially  in  Serwitive  Resounae  Areas. 
Comparme  page  1-8  to  Table  U.,  the  acres  disturbed  vary  from  9  acres/well  and 
2.77  acres/well  on  page  1-fl  to  9.9  acres/well  to  59.6  acres/well  in  Table  22.  If  s 
-diflElcult  to  determirw  now  many  acres  will  be  disturbed  for  how  long. 
Consequendy,  it  is  hard  to  understand  how  this  project  complies  wim  the  RMP. 
The  DEE  also  miarepresenta  the  number  of  acres"  that  vrill  be  disturbed  by 
andfiary  facilities.  The  sum  of  the  acres  should  be  144  not  100  as  represented  by 
the  DEIS.   The  EIS  muat  clearly  spell  out  how  this  pnnect  compiles  with  all  RWff 
requirements  ir^uding  spacing  and  acreage  dlsturoed. 

CUMULATIVE  EFFECTS 

As  vou  know,  woe  has  long  armed  that  the  BLM  ahould  perform  an  EB  to 
aiujyze  the  cumulative  effects  ot  oil  arid  gas  develcwment  In  Southwest 
Wyoming.  This  project  is  yet  another  example  of  why  audi  a  atudy  is  needed 
The  BIM  does  not  have  aacguate  data  and  naa  not  performed  adequate  Studio 
to  understand  the  impacts  of  this  project,  let  alone  (he  impacta  of  all  the 
development  projects  in  Southwest  Wyoming.  The  information  base  on  wildlife 
in^jacts  is  inadequate  to  devela>  a  plan  to  assure  the  fuhire  viability  of  antelope, 
elk,  sage  gnnue,  mule  deer,  and  other  wildlife.  Wc  ahoukl  understand  the 
cumulative  impacta  to  wildlife  spedes  audi  u  the  sage  grouse  before  they  get  to 
the  point  where  they  Inquire  protection  under  the  Endangered  Spedea  Act  We 
ihould  undentaiul  the  cumulative  inmacts  to  all  natural  resources  befc^ 
pennitting  tffvcnU  thousand  mote  walls  In  the  area. 
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Regardless  of  the  need  for  a  region-wide  aasassment,  the  Final  EK  ahould  dearly 
identiiy  the  cumulative  effects  analysis  nrea  for  each  resource  considered.  Por  air 
quality,  all  existing,  proposed,  and  reasonably  foreseeHble  future  emission 
sources  in  the  Greater  Green  River  Basin  should  be  considered  (please  see  our 
comments  on  air  quality).  For  wildlife,  the  analysis  should  determine  i^ether 
significance  oiteria  established  in  previous  EISs  will  be  exceeded. 

PRIVATE  LANDS 

Cumulative  effects  nnalysiii  may  not  be  limited  to  public  land;  dw  BLM  is  obliged 
to  analyze  cumulative  impacts  of  actions  on  private  lands,  and  its  effect  on  puBUc 
resources.   The  £15  must  analyze  and  disclose  the  effects  of  development  of 
private  lands  in  the  area.  NEFA  regulations  define  "cumulative  impact"  as:  "the 
impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the 
action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonable  foreseeable  future 
action  regaidleiu  of  what  agency  (Federal  or  nonfederal)  ot  person  undertakes 
such  other  actioru.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor  but 
collectively  signlHcant  actions  taking  place  over  a  period  of  time."  40  CF.K.  § 
1S08.7. 

We  request  that  *e  EIS  detail  and  analyze  ttie  effects  of  all  other  projects  (BLM, 
otticr  federal  agencies,  state,  prtrate.  or  otherwise)  that  would  lead  to  cumulative 
effects  in  and  around  the  analysis  area.  The  £15  must  consider  past,  present,  and 
reasonable  foicseeable  future  action  on.  surrounding  state  and  private  lands. 

For  every  issue  presented  in  ttie  DEB,  the  BLM  must  consider  the  direct,  indirect 
and  cumulative  impacts  on  private  and  state  lands.  This  is  especially  true  for 
cumulative  effects  and  species  protected  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  The 
BLM  should  add  extra  protection  for  all  surface  resources  on  federal  land  given 
the  effects  of  development  on  non-fcderal  lands.  Additionally,  development  on 
federal  lands  will  encourage  development  on  non>federal  lands.  Tlie  EIS  must 
consider  lix  effect  of  encouraging  and  facilitating  development. 

Similarly,  the  BLM  must  consider  the  impacts  of  granting  ri^ts  of  way  through 
non-Meral  lands.  The  establishment  of  a  ROW  is  a  federal  action  significantly 
effecting  the  environment  and  isconnected  to  the  proposed  project  on  federal 

land. 

MONITORING  AND  MITICATION  FLANS  ARE  INADEQUATE 

In  the  context  of  an  EIS,  an  agency  is  required  to  discuss  the  extent  to  whidi 
adverse  effects  can  be  avoided  by  mitigation  measures.  "A  mere  listing  of 
mitigation  measures  is  insufficient  to  qualify  as  the  reasoned  discussion  required 
by  die  NEPA.'  Northwat  Indian  Cemetay  pTotective  Amoc  v.  Peterson,  795  Fid 
688,  697  (9th  Cir.  1986).  Morecrvci,  the  adequacy  of  mitigation  measures  must  be 
supported  by  substantial  evidence  and  must  have  been  found  to  be  suffickntly 
supported  when  based  on  studies  conducted  by  the  agency.  National  Audubon 
Smety  V.  Hoffman,  132  Fid  7  (2d  Cir.  1997). 
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DRAINAGE 

Much  of  the  rationale  for  ttie  numbers  of  wells  for  this  project  appears  to  be 
baaed  on  avoiding  drainage  of  federal  minerals  from  the  non-federal  lands. 
However,  as  we  pointed  out  earlier,  there  are  options  to  drilling  additional  wells 
to  prevent  drainage.  The  operators  can  pay  the  government  for  draining  federal 
minerals.  Additionally,  the  EIS  should  explain  how  the  geology  of  the  area 
affects  drainage,  i.e.,  is  this  en  area  of  tight  sands  where  each  well  drains  a 
discreet  small  area?  What  are  the  situations  where  concerns  about  drainage  wiH 
necessitate  action  on  the  pert  of  BLM?  Who  owns  the  mineral  lights  under  the 
adjoining  private  and  state  lands? 

woe  is  very  troubled  by  the  possibility,  described  in  the  DEIS,  that  leclamation 
requirements  and  mitigation  measures  would  be  disregarded  if  the  BLM 
considered  it  necessary  to  protect  federal  gas  reserves  nom  drainage.  How  can 
the  public  rely  on  any  of  the  proposed  environmental  protection  measures  If  tiiey 
can  DC  so  easily  disposed  of?  Moreover,  how  can  we  know  the  true  extent  of  tfie 
alternatives  and  tnitigatlDn  measuies  if  they  are  so  Qexible  in  response  to 
drainage  issues? 

Surely,  the  public  interest  is  better  served  by  preserving  the  surface  resources  of 
this  vast  area  than  by  garnering  t  few  extra  dollars  ancT cubic  feet  of  gas  that  may 
be  lost  to  drainage.  The  public  has  shown  its  willingness  time  and  time  again  to 
forego  mineral  extraction  for  the  sake  of  environmental  protection.  If  given  the 
choice,  WCX;  believes  that  the  public  would  make  that  same  choice  here. 
Consequendy,  the  BLM  should  present  an  Alternative  in  which  drainage  is  aot  a 
driving  force  and  could  not  change  tiie  level  of  protection  afforded  surnce 
resources. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Emissions  from  oil  and  gas  production  and  transmission  activittes  are  sigrUficant 
sources  of  atmospheric  pollutants  including  NOx  and  VOCs  such  ms  ber^ene  and 
toluene,  known  carcinogens.  In  southwestern  Wyoming,  emissions  from  oil  and 
gas  operations  are  causing  or  have  the  potential  to  cause  acidification  of  sensitive 
alpine  lakes  and  significant  visibility  impairment  in  nationally  significant 
wilderness  areas.  Emissions  from  ^  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  n  gas 
development  project  will  adversely  impact  air  quality. 

Cumnlatlve  Ejects 

While  we  appreciate  the  BUwI'a  efforts  to  show  tiw  cumulative  effiEcta  of  the 
South  Baggs  and  CD/Wn  projects  on  air  quality,  we  would  also  like  to  know  the 
spedflc  air  quality  effects  of  CD/WE  and  South  Baggs  separately.  Widiout  the 
separation  of  the  two  projects  we  cannot  determine  how  much  of  the  impacts  are 
attributable  to  each  project  Additionally,  the  Pinedale  Anticline  nahiraf  gas 
development  prc^t,  with  700  -IJXXi  projected  wells,  should  be  included  in  the 
cumulative  enectii  analysis. 
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Under  NEPA  Oie  BLM  must  use  tihe  best  available  and  current  information  in 
making  resource  management  dedsions.  The  Agency  must  know  what  it  is 
doing  and  must  tell  the  public  what  it  is  doing.  NEPA  regulations  require  tinat 
public  information  be  of  "high  quality'  because  "[ajccurate  scientific  analysis, 
expert  agency  comments,  and  public  scrutiny  are  essential  to  implementotg 
NEPA."  Idaho  Sporting  Omgmsv.  Thomas,  137FJd  1146  (9th  Or.  1998;40CFJL§ 
1500.1(b). 

The  monitonng  plan  oudined  in  ^e  DEIS  is  not  based  on  high  qualiQr  accurate 
scientific  analysis  and  is  inadequate  to  support  the  prtiposed  mitigation  plan. 
The  proposed  monitDring  is  too  little,  txxi  infrequerUly.  For  example,  all  wildlifie 
populations  must  be  monitored  more  frequentiy  than  every  five  years  to 
determine  impacts  and  trends.  With  inadequate  monitoring,  the  effects  of 
devdopmoit  will  go  imheeded  and  thus  wul  net  trigger  mitigation. 

The  list  of  diis  project's  potentially  significant  (Table  2.6)  impacts  is  sobering.  The 
BLM  must  have  more  informatian  regarding  wOdllfe  in  tiv  CD/WII  area  b^iare 
it  can  tailor  monitoring  and  mitigation  plans  for  this  project  The  plans  must  be' 
able  to  withstand  rigorous  scientific  scrutiny.  Specifically  the  BLM  needs  more 
information  of  sage  grouse,  their  numbers  and  distribution,  crucial  winter  range 
use,  the  presence  of  TES  species  and  ttie  cumulative  effects  of  titia  and  all  the 
other  proposed  projecta  in  the  ranges  of  tiw  species  found  in  the  CD/Wn  area. 
Additionuly,  the  statement  on  page  4-57  that  the  BLM  does  not  know  what  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  habitat  loss  on  big  game  wiQ  be  but  that  through 
monitoring,  the  agency  will  determine  if  further  studies  aiui  perhaps  mitigatim 
are  needed,  exactfy  describe  the  problem  we  raise  here-  The  BLM  must  know 
ajul  disclose  what  the  effects  will  be  and  must  plan  for  effective  mitigation 
before  making;  the  decision  to  approve  tiiia  project 

ELM'S  previous  failures  (e.g.  SW  Besource  Evaluation;  FonteneUe  Infill  "core 
team",  Jonah  H  wildlife  considermtions)  to  meet  stated  commitments  for 
monitoring  and  mitigatian  leave  us  wi^  little  confidence  that  tite  proposed  plans 
for  CD/Wn  win  be  carried  out  We  ans  left  with  r»  guarantee  that  the  mitigation 
measures  specific  to  tiiis  project  will  be  implemented.  This  ii  especially  true  and 
troubling  given  tiie  DEIS  s  statements  that  mitigation  measures  will  be 
abandoned  in  the  bxx  of  drainage  of  federal  gas  reserves  and  in  Ug^  of  BLM'l 
irtterpretatkm  that  mitigation  ccn  only  be  eusursged  as  volimtary  actions  by 
operators.  As  stated  throughout  the  DEIS,  the  BLM  may  rcouize  mitigatian 
v^ii^  of  course  implies  that  It  suy  not  require  mitigatian.  in  general,  mitigatian 
ia  left  up  to  the  good  wiQ  of  the  operators,  hardly  a  situation  that  inspires 
confidence  in  the  implementation  and  effectiverwss  of  the  propoeed  mitigatkin. 
woe  would  Uke  to  see  the  BLM  commit  to  verifying  the  impLemcntatian  and 
cfiectivencss  of  all  proposed  mitigation.  If  the  mitigation  iaetthernot  being 
impiementcd  or  is  not  effective  the  BLM  must  dlher  stop  the  damaging  activity 
or  require  effective  measures  to  pievoitresouzoe  damage.  Moreover,  me  BLM 
should  make  all  monitoiiiig  and  mitigation  results  available  fior  public  and 
independent  Kiaitific  review 
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I  woe  asks  (he  BLM  to  include  constructioiv  flaring  and  blowdown  emissions  in 
tite  cumulative  air  quality  analysis.  These  temporary  emissions  can  have  impacts 
.  on  visibility  aiwl  acidification  of  sensitive  lakes.  Thoe  sources  cannot  be  ignored 
in  the  cumulative  analysis  widiout  misleading  the  public  as  to  Ihe  real  impacts  of 
ruturol  gas  development 

^oibQity  Ivapacb 

As  you  know,  WOC  has  a  loc^-standing  interest  in  and  concerns  about  the 
inCTcmental  effects  of  natural  gas  development  in  Southwest  Wyoming  on.  the 
protected  air  sheds  of  the  surrotmding  moimtains  and  WUderruss  areas. 
According  to  the  air  quality  analysis,  the  visibility  impacts  of  this  project  and  the 
South  Baggs  Natural  Gas  Development  Project  exceed  the  Limit  of  Acceptable 
Changeestablished  by  the  U5.  Forest  Service.  The  limit  will  be  exceeded  on  8 
^n     ^*y*  "^  ^  Bridger  Wilderness,  7  days  in  tlie  P(^x>  Agle  Wilderness,  6  days  in  the 
"^^     Mt.  Zlrkei  Wikiemcss,  6  days  in  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  (which  is 

improperly  described  as  a  Qaas  H  area),  4  days  in  the  Rawah  WUdemess  and  1 
day  in  tl\e  Fitzpatrick  Wildexr^ess-  Add  these  days  to  the  impairment  from  the 
Jonah  fields,  dK  PinedaJe  Anticline,  Stagecoadi  Draw,  etc.,  and  V^oming  risks 
losing  ita  spectacular  and  world  famous  views.  However,  the  DE15  dowirolays 
and  ignores  these  results  at  (he  same  time  die  BLM  uses  questionable  methocu  to 
adiieve  these  results. 

I  Strikingly,  the  BLM  used  dw  level  of  concern  of  1.0  dedview  rather  than  6)e 
agreed  vpon  Forest  Service  3  dedview  level  of  concezn.  The  BLM  must 
recalculate  ttte  Icvd  of  impairment  using  the  S  dedview  figure. 

It  is  also  discoiuxrting  that  the  BLM  shares  industry's  preferred  method  (Method 
4)  rather  than  sharing  the  Forest  Service,  National  Park  Service,  EPA,  IWAQM 
and  Wyoming  DEC'S  preferred  method  (Method  2).  Not  surprising.  Method  4 
results  in  the  lowest  end  of  impacts.  How  does  the  BLM  support  the  statements 
that  Method  4  is  "more  rcfinco"  and  results  in  "more  realistic  estimates?"  If  this 
OO     i»  the  case,  why  do  the  othtx  agencies  prefer  Method  27  And  why  would  the 

BLM  prefer  a  method  that  only  uses  one  year  of  baseline  visibility  data  versus  a 
5-year  average?  Surely  a  broader  baseline  is  more  supportable  than  one  year  of 
data?  The  BLM  further  confuses  die  public  by  combining  the  two  models 
without  HIaekietng  their  results  separately  and  then  choosing  to  display  only  the 
results  finm  Method  4  that  diminish  the  visibility  Impads.  We  ask  die  BLM  to 
uae  Method  2  for  tiw  Final  EIS. 

I  WOC  abo  questions  die  BLM'srejectkm  of  the  Mt.Zirkelvi8lbilltvbacl^round 
33 1  <^*^  ^  ^vor  of  the  RocW  Motmtoin  National  Paik  data.  The  visibility  fanpacta 
I  should  be  ze-assessed  u^ig  Mt  Zlrkel's  background. 

Given  these  problems  vidth  the  olr  quality  analysis  for  diis  project,  dve  CD/WE 
protocols  ohould  not  be  used  as  standards  and  shoukl  not  be  followed  in 
subsequent  atiidies.  Instead,  we  ask  that  dw  BLM  le-do  this  analysis  for  the  Hnal 
EIS  and  address  our  concerns  listed  above  and  any  odier  corcems  brought  fo  dw 
BLM's  atzentlon  by  other  commenteta.  Moreover,  because  this  prt^ect  wiO  restilt 
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nA  I  in  impairment  of  Gass  I  airsheds,  the  BLM  must  iiuure  that  adequate  mitigBtion 
*^^  I  measures  are  in  place  to  offset  ttiie  degradation. 

Specific  Raconunendations 
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■  Ambient  air  quality  stations  should  be  installed  in  the  project  area  near  major 
sources  of  NOx,  S02  and  VOCs.  With  auch  information,  the  BLM  and  Wyoming 
DEQ  could  determine  whether  emissions  are  meeting  nadonal  and  Wyoming 
ambient  air  quality  standards.  Without  this  information,  all  that  is  available  are 
untested  aasumptions. 

•  Additional  ambient  air  quality  stations  should  be  installed  for  hazardous  air 
pollutants  such  as  benzene,  toluene,  xylene,  n-hexane,  etc  Dehydrater  units  and 
condensate  tanks  are  major  sources  of  these  hazardous  air  pollutants.  Employees 
and  the  public  should  be  made  aware  of  the  risk  of  exposure  to  HAFs. 

*  Permits  and  best  available  pollution  control  should  be  required  on  all  sources 
of  volatile  organic  compotmos  (VOC)  and  hazardous  air  pollutants  (HAP),  not 
merely  those  that  emit  in  excess  of  50  TPY  VOC  and  25  TPY  HAP.  The  DEQ's 
existing  policy  excepting  these  smaller  sources  tesults  in  significant  emissioiu 
that  could  easily  be'controiled  by  readily  available  pollution  control 
technologies.  It  is  possible  and  feasible  to  eliminate  VOC  and  HAP  emissions 
from  oil  and  gas  ^noduction  operations- 

WATER  QUALITY 

According  to  the  DEIS,  petroleum  activities  are  the  cause  of  stream  impairment 
in  the  area.  Yet,  the  BLM  downplays  and  dismisses  the  proposed  project's  effects 
on  water  quality.  If  720  gas  weUa,  1,900  miles  of  reads,  2SD  miles  of  pipeline 
rightof-way,  and  500  acres  of  surface  disturbance  from  gas  related  radlities  have 
impaixed  streams,  what  will  and  additional  3,000  weUs,  1,500  miles  of  roads  and 
all  the  other  associated  developments  do  to  the  water  quality? 

The  Final  EIS  should  indicate  existing  and  proposed  water  qualty  standards  for 
each  surface  water  proposed  as  a  receiver  tor  produced  water.  The  EIS  should 
note  that  1)  Wyoming  is  in  the  process  of  revising  its  water  quality  standards 
(Water  Quality  Rules  Chapter  1),  and  2)  that  many  existing  classifications  are 
incorrect  and  illegal  because  they  foil  to  protect  existing  and  attainable  uses  and 
provide  basic  aquatic  life  protections.  For  example,  all  waters  in  the  CD/WII  area 
presently  designated  Class  4  do  not  contain  the  appropriate  and  legally  required 
aquatic  life  criteria.  All  sudi  waters  must  be  prottcted  at  a  minimiun  for  aquatic 
lire  unless  aiui  until  a  use  attainability  analysis  (approved  by  DEQ  end  EPA  after 
a  pubUc  hearing)  demonstntes  the  use  is  hot  attatn^le. 

The  EIS  should  note  ^t  under  EPA  water  quality  regulations  at  40  CJSL  § 
122.4(1},  point  source  discharges  are  luit  aumorized  into  "water  quality  limited 
segmwxts"  Identified  on  the  state's  section  303(d)  list.  "ITw  BLM  should  irumre 
that  there  will  be  no  point  source  discharges  into  303(d)  waters  as  a  result  of  (his 
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"optimal"  not  juat  "suitable"  nesting  habitat   Mitigation  measure  13  seems  to 
protect  leks  during  breeding  and  nesting  season  for  2  miles.  However,  the 
mitigation  only  applies  to  "suitable  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat"  How  will  the 
BLM  determine  suitable  nesting  habitat?  And  will  it  include  strutting  grounds? 
If  ground  disturbance  is  allowed  within  2  miles  of  a  lek,  it  will  not  longer  be 
suitable,  let  alone  optimal,  nesting  habitat 

Sage  grouse  studies  do  not  support  a  Q.25-mile  buffer  zone  free  from  surface 
disturbance,  i-C.  vegetation  controL  In  fact,  a  BLM  Technical  Note  (BLM,  1979, 
24;  29)  states: 

Habitat  managers  must  recognize  that  some  habitats  are  sigmfiamt  and  high 
quality  for  sage  grouBe  and  should  be  entirely  exdudaifrom  vegetal  cxmtrvl 
pTognrms  . . .  These  Include  areas  used  far  breeding  and  nesting,  wintering 
ranges,  cover  adjacent  to  water  courses  . . .  and  other  summering  areas  - . . 
The  breeding  complex  (strutting  grounda,  or  leks,  and  nesting  areas)  should 
be  considered  as  all  lands  within  a  2  mile  (3  km)  radius  of  on  occupied  lek 
(in  some  situations,  depending  on  ^e  quality  of  tiie  nesting  habitat,  this' 
radius  may  well  exceed  2  miles).  Control  of  vegetation  witiiin  the  breeding 
complex  should  not  be  undertaken  widun  2  miLss  of  leks,  or  on  rusting  and 
brrx)d  areas. 

The  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Department,  the  agency  from  which  BLM  t^iV*^  its 
primary  direction  in  wildlife  management,  has  published  explicit  sage  grouae 
habitat  management  recommendations  which  recommend  no  vegetation  control 
wittun  3  km  of  leks.  The  acknowledged  expert  on  sage  grouse,  Clait  E  Braun,  of 
the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  luis  written  that  "the  lek  (stioitting  ground)  is 
the  hub  of  year-round  activity  . . .  The  breeding  complex  (leks  and  nesting  areas) 
will  be  considered  as  all  landa  within  a  3  km  radius  of  an  occupied  lek . . . 
Control  of  vegetation  within  the  breeding  complex  will  not  be  undertaken  within 
3  km  of  leks,  or  on  nesting  and  brood  areas.' 

The  BLM's  .25  mi.  buffer  for  surface  disturbance  is  a  plain  violation  of  BLWa 
responsibility  under  40  CFR  §  1502.24  to  "insure  the  professional  integrity, 
including  scientific  integrity,  of  the  discussions  and  analyses  in  environmental 
impact  statements."  BLM's  35  mile  buffer  is  contrary  to  fee  bulk  of  the  sdentific 
evidence  and  is  arbitrary,  capricious  and  contrary  to  law  pumuant  \d  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act.  See  Idaho  Sporting  Congress  v.  ThoTms,  137  P3d 
1146, 1151  (9th  Cir.  I99S)  [absence  of  analytical  data  to  support  proposed 
mitigation  measures  violated  NEFA's  public  disclosure  requirements]. 

Additionally,  the  2  miles  surrounding  leks  ahould,  at  least,  be  considered  as 
SRAs.  More  appropriately,  ttie  BLM  ahould  prohilsit  surface  disturbance  within 
2  miles  of  a  lek  and  should  field  survey  each  lek  to  determine  where  in  fact  the 
birds  are  nesting.  It  rrtay  well  be  that  2  miles  is  not  enough  and  tiut  further 
protection  is  warranted-  The  BLM  should  also  consider  sage  grouae  mitigation  in 
addition  to  buffer  zones  siich  as  muffling  die  noise  of  compressora,  fltminating 
raptor  perches  and  modlfjnng  livestock  grazing. 
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41 1  ^^  ^^  should  inaure  liiat  the  project  conforms  to  the  Proposed  Strategy  fbr  a 
^    I  Urdfied  Watershed  Approach  to  Federal  land  and  Resource  Management 

WILDLIFE 

■IhiB  project  vdll  have  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  including  big  game  and 
raptors.  Ttx  km  of  Ihousaruds  of  acres  of  crucial  winter  range  is  clearly 
signifkant.  The  impacts  of  this  and  surrounding  projects  are  potentialry 
degrading  Southwest  Wyomirig's  sagebrush  ecosystem  and  all  the  spedes  that 
42     ^^  °"         ayatem.  If  the  sage  grouse  is  any  indication,  which  of  course  it  is,  our 
sagebrush  ateppe  ecosystems  are  showing  signs  of  failure.  Reclanuition  of 
sagebrush  ia  notoriously  difficult  and  may  t^e  many  decades  to  achievB.  Thus, 
this  project  may  be  a  devastating  blow  to  the  sagebtuah  ecosystem  in  ftie  area. 
Ihe  BLM  has  a  duty  to  do  aU  It  am  to  prevent  the  c^itinued  degradation  of  this 
archetypal  Western  landscape. 

I  As  we  emphasize  throu^iout  these  comments,  the  BLM  must  have  adequate, 
sound  data  aiid  analyses  before  making  such  serious  and  potentizdly  damaging 
decisions.  The  BLM  must  Imow  what  me  impacts  will  be  to  all  of  the  ^>edea 
found  in  the  area  indudin^  small  mammals,  reptiles,  binjs,  fish  and  amphibians. 
The  BlAl  ahould  also  consider  the  impacts  to  species  potentiaily  found  in  the 
area  such  as  awift  fox,  black  footed  ferrets,  elk,  etc 

We  oicounige  the  BLM  to  follow  the  example  of  die  Pinedate  Antidine  uo^kA 
and  gather  good  baseline  data  before  placing  the  area's  wildlife  in  the  midst  of 
i|^     an  indushdal  landscape.  Along  those  liiies,  we  believe  diat  the  ttmit  of  $5,000  per 
year  for  operators  to  contribute  to  further  studies  is  remarkably  iruippropriate. 
Why  limit  the  operator's  contributions  to  determining  and  limiting  their  impacti 
to  natural  reaources.  What  is  the  rationale  and  justification  for  such  a  limit? 

Sage  Grouae 

Throu^Kout  Its  range  in  the  West,  the  decline  of  sage  grouse  Is  occurring  at  an 
alarming  rate.  As  the  current  sage  grouae  studies  point  corwlater\tly  to  ftie  dedlne 
in  numbera  and  distribution  of  sage  grouse  throughout  its  rangd,  Uiere  is  a  real 
possibility  that  i  petition  to  list  tiw  grouse  under  Uie  Endangered  Species  Act 
wJD  be  tturardtted  in  the  near  future.  Gas  development  including  well-field 
roads,  well  pads  and  associated  noise  can  easily  cause  abandoruncnt  of  a  sage 
giouM  lek  and  itiaaaociated  breeding  grounds.  Once  a  lek  is  abandoned,  the 
sage  grouK  do  not  nteeaaarily  begin  anew:  most  llkdy  they  will  simply  periah. 
As  more  wcUi,  pipelines  and  odwr  infnitiucture  arc  constructed  without 
^ptopriate  buns  zones,  it  will  become  morv  and  more  difficult  to  inmoae  any 
necessary  controls  on  a  post-hoc  baaia. 

The  DEIS  states  that  there  are  sixty-Svc  sage  gnTuse  leka  in  the  project  area  and 
designates  an  area  witiun  .25  mi  of  a  lek  as  "optimal  sage  grouse  neitlng 
habitat*  and  thus  dff>Ilmita  to  surface  dlsnirboncc.  DEBat  3-<7.  However,  the 
DEIS  also  admowlcdgcs  that  grouse  tend  to  nest  In  and  oas  an  area  2  mllas 
troundakk.  In  fact  sage  grouse  studies  show  that  the  2-inik  radius  pnividcs 
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Moreover,  the  BLM  has  a  duty  to  know  and  disclose  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  sage  grouse.  Intuitively,  it  seems  that  gas  development  would 
significantiy  affect  sage  grouse  breeding,  nesting  ai«d  chick  rearing.  The  BLM 
_  _     should  know  exartiy  what  the  inroacts  of  this  development  will  be  including  the 
OU     impacts  ofnoiae  on  sage  grouse-  The  BLM  should  not  permit  the  3,000  wells  and 
iSX)  miles  of  runv  roads  in  the  CD/WH  area  until  it  knows  what  the  direct, 
indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  this  aiui  all  other  development  pn^ta  on 
sage  grouse  will  be.  Until  mat  information  is  gatiured  the  BLM  cannot  make  a 
deciaion  for  this  project 

Mountain  Plover 

Now  that  the  U.S.  Ksh  and  Wadlife  Service  (FWS)  has  proposed  the  mountain 
plover  for  Hsting  under  the  Endangered  Spedes  Act,  the  BLM  must  both  confer 
with  the  PWS  and  use  the  current  survey  guidelines  for  moimtain  plovers.  The 
g  4     timing  of  well  pad  preparaticm  and  subsequent  drilling  activity  should  protect 
**        nesting  pbvers.  Plovers  drawn  to  the  cleared  off  well  pad  as  a  nestmg  site 

should  not  be  later  threatened  or  destroyed  by  development  activity.  The  BLM 
should  feshiwi  stringent  protective  measures  for  the  plover.  The  Final  EB  muat 
direct  more  attention  to  the  impacts  on  plovers  and  how  they  will  be  protected. 

Pronghom  and  Molt  Deer 

woe  is  very  eoncemed  about  the  bsa  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range.  Wrtter 
range  ia  one  of  the  most  limiting  factor  for  deer  and  antelope.  Tlie  loss  of  crudal 
winter  range  will  have  long  term  devastating  effects  on  wildlife.  If  s  hard  to 
CO     ''ctleve  fte  DEIS's  conclusion  that  this  projea  will  result  In  no  signiflcant  direct 
Ofc     indirect,  or  cumulative  impacts.  The  BLM  muat  support  tiiij  statement  with 
accurate,  up-to-date  data.  Wildlife  and  iiunting  opportunities  are  valuable 
resources  in  the  project  area.  The  BLM  should  devebp  an  alternative  that 
protects  crucial  wirUer  range. 

I  The  BLM  should  survey,  map  and  analyze  the  fences  in  die  project  area  to 
determine  if  fence  removal  could  mitigate  harm  to  the  ar^'s  pron^m  and 
deer.  The  BLM  should  also  study  tine  impacts  to  imgulates  ofaddlng  1,500  miles 
of  roads  in  ^  aria. 

BUek  Footed  Fetnt 

illw  BLM  should  follaw  the  FWS  guidelines  for  Black  Footed  Penet  surveys.  Ihe 
BLM  should  survey  aU  areas  within  half  a  mile  of  a  prairie  dog  town  for  Black 
Footed  Feneta-  Prairie  dogs  are  widely  distributed  in  the  pn^  arM.  As  with 
the  mountain  plovers,  ttw  connections  oetween  ferrets  and  piairie  doga  must  be 
given  adequate  consideration  in  dte  Fmal  EB. 


Ccl  Pita  should  be  netted  or  when  pooible  contained  in  tanks.  Flagging  ta  ineffective 
****!  to  keep  birds  out  of  pita. 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  BLM  should  initiate  consultadon  and  field  trips  with  Native  American 
Indians  in  order  to  identify  and  fashion  protection  for  significant  traditional 
cultural  and  spiritual  sites  in  the  project  area.  These  sites  must  be  protected  from 
developinant  impacts-  Working  with  the  tribes  recjuires  affirmative  action  on  ihe 
EC     part  of  BLM.  Sending  letters  is  not  adequate  to  insure  tribal  participation  in 
^O      identifying  and  protecting  cultural  resources.  The  BLM  should  visit  with  the 
tribes,  ahould  airange  field  trips  including  providing  transportation  and 
compensatioiL  The  BLM  must  not  ignore  its  trust  duties  to  the  tribes  and  its 
dutiM  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  Please  list  in  the  EIS  the 
specific  steps  that  were  taken  to  solicit  the  input  of  the  Tribes. 

TRANSPORTATION 

We  are  pleased  to  see  BLM  focusii^  attention  on  transportation  Issues;  we 
encourage  implementation  of  the  GRBAC's  recommendations.  Analysis  of 
transDOrtation  issues,  inciudine  analysis  of  alternative  travel  corridors  and  road 
stanifards,  should  be  integrated  with  the  £15.  In  light  of  the  accelerated  rate  of 
new  road  development  (1^00  miles)  BLM  should  consider  developing  a  "no  net 
gain"  policy  for  roada  on  public  lands.  Please  refer  to  our  previous  letters 
regaroing  transportation  planning.  We  ask  that  you  incorporate  alt  our  previoua 
comments  into  the  public  comment  on  the  DEIS. 

In  sum,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  do  all  it  can  to  protect  the  wildlife,  vrater  and  air 
quality,  scenic  values  and  recrefttional  opportunities  in  the  CD/Wn  area.  We  ask 
the  BLM  to  change  its  emphasis  from  encouraging  and  facilitating  industrial 
_  Q     development  to  stewarding  our  dwindling  natural  resources,  The  BLM  haa  an 
58     opportunity  and  a  duty  to  creatively  tailor  natural  gas  development  in  a  manner 
that  minimizes  impacts  to  other  resources.  WOC  asks  that  the  BLM  seize  ttut 
opportunity  rather  than  continuing  with  the  business  as  usual  "open  for 
fausineaB*  rubber  stamp  approach  to  mineral  development  Thiru:  you  for 
considering  our  comments- 


57 


(JToline  Byrd  ^ 

WOC  Stiff  AttDmey 


J4  \:^4^/j 

JefiKeMle  / 

Biodiveraity  AaaodatES 
P.O.  Box  6032 
Laximie  WY  82070 
(307)  la-TTn 
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7.2.84.2  Letter  84  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  dming  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  2  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  3  -  Comment  noted.  Three  development 
alternatives  and  a  No  Action  Alternative  are  analyzed  in  this  EIS, 
and  the  BLM  will  select  one  of  these  alternatives  in  the  ROD  for 
this  project.  The  BLM  beUeves  that  this  EIS  fully  considers 
cumulative  effects  and  potential  project  mitigations  (see  DEIS 
Chapter  4.0). 

Comment  Response  4  -  The  BLM  beUeves  that  adequate 
protection  measures  have  been  identified  in  the  EIS  to  prevent 
unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  and  to  ensure  natural 
resources  and  environmental  quality  would  be  protected  for 
future  generations.  We  appreciate  your  succinct  discussion  of 
BLM's  responsibilities  under  FLPMA  and  Title  43  of  the  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations,  and  we  beheve  that  we  have  satisfied 
these  responsibiUties,  as  well  as  those  of  NEPA,  in  this  EIS. 

Comment  Response  5  -  The  BLM  beheves  that  the  measures 
proposed   in   the   Wildlife    Protection   Plan    and   Biological 


Assessment  (see  DEIS  Appendices  D  and  E)  are  adequate  for 
wildlife  protection.  Furthermore,  this  project  xmder  any 
alternative  has  not  yet  been  approved;  the  ROD  is  the  project 
authorizing  document,  and  all  required  mitigations  will  be 
identified  thereLu.  Alternatives  considering  fewer  wells  and 
phased  development  were  considered  and  rejected  as  indicated 
in  DEIS  Section  2.5. 

Comment  Response  6  -  Alternatives  A  and  B  were  developed  to 
protect  sensitive  resources,  and  SRAs  now  include  areas  within 
2.0  mi  of  sage  grouse  leks.  However,  the  BLM  cannot  deny  all 
development  within  the  areas  you  have  mentioned  because  leases 
have  already  been  issued.  Furthermore,  we  do  not  believe  that 
such  restrictions  are  necessary  to  give  adequate  protection  to  the 
various  resources.  Such  restrictions  would  essentially  create  a 
no-surface-occupancy  situation  and  preclude  the  recovery  of  the 
oil  and  gas  resources. 

Comment  Response  7  -  SRAs  are  defined  in  Section  2.2  of  the 
DEIS.  Sage  grouse  leks  and  a  2-mi  buffer  around  them  have 
been  added  to  SRAs.  The  BLM  believes  that  the  SRAs  are 
large  enough  and  contiguous  enough  to  protect  the  sensitive 
resources  on  federal  lands.  Crucial  ranges  are  those  defined  as 
such  by  the  WGFD  and  are  generally  crucial  winter  ranges  for 
big  game  species. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  BLM  concurs  that  not  all  areas  are 
of  equal  value  to  wildlife.  That  is  why  we  have  designated  SRAs, 
which  include  some  of  the  most  important  critical  wildhfe 
habitats  (e.g.,  raptor  nesting  areas,  sage  grouse  nesting  areas,  big 
game  crucial  winter  ranges).  While  it  is  true  that  under  a 
drainage  situation  the  maximiun  disturbance  acreage  requirement 
may  be  temporarily  exceeded,  all  other  mitigation  requirements 
would  remain  in  force.  Furthermore,  if  disturbance  acreage 
requirements  are  exceeded,  the  BLM  would  require  Operators 
to  rectify  the  situation  as  soon  as  possible. 

Comment  Response  9  -  Concentrated  development  faciUties  are 
a  potential  component  of  Alternatives  A  and  B,  where  it  may  be 
used  to  minimize  surface  distxu-bance. 

Comment  Response  10  -  As  provided  in  existing  leases,  monetary 
compensation  is  an  option;  however,  the  BLM  believes  this 
situation  would  not  occur. 

Comment  Response  11  -  Comment  noted.  Grazing  practices 
may  be  modified  as  deemed  necessary  by  the  BLM;  however, 
these  changes  will  be  made  outside  of  the  planning  process  for 
this  proposed  project.  Recommendations  for  modifications  to 
grazing  practices  may  be  made  during  implementation  of  the 
Wildlife  Protection  Plan  (see  DEIS  Appendbc  D). 

Comment  Response  12  -  Alternatives  A  and  B  were  developed 
for  the  piupose  of  giving  additional  protection  to  sensitive 
enviroimiental  resources.  See  also  Comment  Response  6,  above. 

Comment  Response  13  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Responses  6 
and  12,  above.  No  development  on  some  lands  was  considered 
and  deemed  to  be  unreasonable  for  the  reasons  discussed  in 
Section  2.5  of  die  DEIS. 
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Comment  Response  14  -  The  BLM  believes  that  this  EIS 
adequately  discloses  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  on  all  the  surface  resources  of  the  CD/WIIPA,  fully 
considers  a  conservation  alternative  (Alternatives  A  and  B)  and 
includes  appropriate  protection/mitigation  for  the  affected 
surface  resources.  Required  resource  protection  measures  will 
be  identified  in  the  ROD  and  further  specified  during  subsequent 
APD  and  ROW  apphcation  reviews. 

Comment  Response  15  -  Disturbance  acreage  estimates  are 
adequately  presented  in  DEIS  Table  2.1.  The  ROD  for  this 
project  would  not  authorize  development  beyond  that  identified 
as  reasonably  foreseeable  in  the  resource  area  RMPs  (see  DEIS 
Section  1.2.4  and  the  modifications  presented  in  this  FEIS). 

The  144  acres  mentioned  was  roimded  down  to  100  acres  for 
ease  of  analysis.  Had  the  disturbance  acreage  estimate  been  151 
acres,  upward  rounding  would  have  occturred  (i.e.,  200  acres).  In 
any  event,  the  inclusion  of  an  additional  44  acres  would  not  result 
in  any  notable  change  to  the  impact  analyses  presented  in  this 
EIS. 

Comment  Response  16  -  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  believes 
that  cumulative  impacts  have  been  adequately  addressed  in  this 
EIS.  The  results  of  the  southwest  Wyoming  evaluation  indicate 
that  an  EIS  analyzing  the  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  and  gas 
development  in  southwest  Wyoming  is  unnecessary.  See  also 
Comment  Responses  4,  5,  and  15,  above. 

Comment  Response  17  -  As  previously  stated,  BLM  believes  that 
the  DEIS  adequately  addresses  cumulative  impacts.  Air  quality 
evaluations  considered  all  existing,  proposed,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  emissions;  significance  criteria  for  wildlife  are 
provided  in  DEIS  Sections  4.2.3  and  4.2.5;  and  cumulative  impact 
assessment  areas  are  shown  in  DEIS  Table  4.1  and  Map  4.1. 

The  DEIS  clearly  described  the  proposed  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  air  pollutant  emission  soiu-ces  included  in  the  air 
quahty  impact  assessment,  identified  potential  cumulative  air 
quality  impacts,  and  listed  analysis  assiunptions  which  "could  lead 
to  an  under-estimation  of  potential  impacts,  but  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  cumulative  air  quality  impact  assessment  for 
predicting  reasonably  foreseeable  significant  adverse  effects  on 
the  human  environment"  (DEIS  Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative 
Impacts).  In  addition,  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  provided  maps  of  the  cumulative 
air  quality  impact  analysis  area  (including  air  pollutant  soiu-ce 
locations  and  sensitive  air  quality  area  boundaries)  and  a 
complete  Usting  of  all  modeled  air  pollutant  emission  source 
locations  and  characteristics.  Existing  air  pollutant  emission 
sources  were  represented  in  the  background  air  quality 
conditions,  which  are  also  described  in  the  DEIS  (Section  3.1.2 
Air  Quality). 

Comment  Response  18  -  Impacts  from  all  known  private  land 
developments  as  well  as  those  from  all  known  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  are  analyzed  in  this  EIS. 

Comment  Response  19  -  The  DEIS  considers  all  direct,  indirect, 
and  cumulative  impacts  for  all  affected  resources  on  federal, 
state,  and  private  lands  and  considers  additional  mitigations  for 


federal  lands.  The  BLM  has  considered  the  impacts  of  granting 
ROWs  to  access  non-federal  lands  imder  the  No  Action 
Alternative. 

Comment  Response  20  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  mitigation 
measures  and  associated  plans  are  adequately  presented  in  the 
DEIS. 

Comment  Response  21  -  Not  all  resources  are  monitored  every 
5  years;  rather,  some  are  monitored  on  an  annual  basis  (see 
DEIS  Table  D-2.2).  The  BLM  beUeves  the  monitormg  levels 
presented  in  the  wildlife  plan  (DEIS  Appendix  D)  are  adequate 
for  identifying  potential  problem  areas. 

Comment  Response  22  -  The  BLM  believes  that  sufficient 
information  on  wildlife  and  potential  oil  and  gas  development 
impacts  are  available  to  design  a  monitoring  program. 
Mitigation  measures  may  be  modified  based  on  the  results  of 
future  wildlife  monitoring.  See  also  Comment  Responses  5  and 
21,  above. 

Comment  Response  23  -  The  only  thing  that  would  be 
temporarily  suspended  under  Alternatives  A  and  B  to  protect 
federal  gas  reserves  from  drainage  would  be  the  requirement  for 
specified  limits  on  disturbed  lands  (see  Comment  Response  8, 
above).  All  other  mitigations  would  remain  in  place.  The 
wildlife  protection  plan  (DEIS  Appendix  D)  provides  for  an 
evaluation  (through  agency  and  public  reviews)  of  the 
effectiveness  of  mitigation  implementation,  and  additional 
mitigation  may  or  may  not  be  appUed  based  on  monitoring 
results.  All  monitoring  results  would  be  available  for  public 
review. 

Comment  Response  24  -  The  potential  for  drainage  is  described 
in  DEIS  Sections  2.4  and  2.5.  Areas  with  the  potential  for 
drainage  cannot  be  defined  imtil  development  has  occurred; 
however,  in  the  event  drainage  is  identified,  the  BLM  would  take 
immediate  action.  Multiple  entities  own  the  mineral  rights  on 
non-federal  lands  in  the  CD/WIIPA;  many  are  owned  by  the 
State  of  Wyoming  and  UPRC. 

Comment  Response  25  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  23, 
above. 

Comment  Response  26  -  Drainage  of  federal  reserves  is  not  a 
"driving  force,"  it  is  a  consequence  of  development  in  an  area  of 
checkerboard  landownership. 

Comment  Response  27  -  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS 
(Executive  Smnmary,  Page  vi),  "Since  BLM  approved  activities 
must  comply  with  all  applicable  local,  state,  tribal,  and  federal  air 
quality  laws,  statues,  regulations,  standards,  and  implementation 
plans,  significant  adverse  impacts  to  air  quality  are  not 
anticipated  to  occur  from  implementation  of  any  of  the 
alternative  actions."  The  technical  basis  for  this  conclusion  is 
presented  in  the  DEIS  (Section  4.1.1  Air  Quality)  and  the  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document. 

Comment  Response  28  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Responses  21  and  35. 


I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


Comment  Response  29  -  Temporary  emissions  during 
construction  (well  pad  construction,  drilling,  completion/flaring, 
and  pipeline  construction)  were  analyzed  as  described  in  the  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Dociunent 
(Volume  I  -  Emission  Inventory  and  Near-Field  Analysis). 
However,  these  temporary  emissions  were  not  included  in  the 
far-field  air  quaUty  impact  assessment  because  these  emissions 
would  not  occur  under  the  cumulative  (operation)  maximum 
emission  scenario.  The  maximiun  emission  scenario  occurs  when 
all  wells  are  operating  simultaneously  and  total  field  compression 
is  at  maximimi  levels.  Since  not  all  wells  require  maxLmujm 
compression  at  production  onset,  the  maximum  total  field 
compression  would  not  occur  until  after  construction  activities 
are  completed,  several  years  after  the  last  well  goes  into 
production. 

Both  the  FEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.1  Proposed  Action)  and  the 
Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  text  (Volume  I  -  2.2  CD/WIIPA  Production 
Emissions  and  5.1.4  HAP  Impacts)  have  been  revised  to  clearly 
include  potential  well  blowdown  VOC  emission  impacts 
(including  HAPs  impacts).  In  addition,  a  calculation  error 
regarding  potential  formaldehyde  impacts  reported  in  the  DEIS 
is  corrected  in  this  FEIS.  Although  the  potential  S-hoiu-  benzene 
and  formaldehyde  concentrations  increased,  there  was  no 
significant  change  in  the  incremental  long-term  cancer  risk  for  a 
Most  Likely  Exposiu'c  and  a  Maximally  Exposed  Individual.  No 
other  8-hour  HAP  concentrations  exceeded  the  lower  end  of  the 
states  Acceptable  Ambient  Concentration  Levels  (AACL). 

Comment  Response  30  -  The  DEIS  neither  "downplays  and 
ignores"  the  conservative  visibility  screening  level  analysis  results, 
nor  did  the  BLM  use  "questionable  methods  to  achieve  these 
results." 

The  BLM  provided  a  detailed  description  of  both  the 
conservative  screening  analysis  (method  2)  and  the  more  refined 
potential  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  techniques  and 
results  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Dociunent  (BLM  1999b)  which  was  available  to  the  general 
pubUc  upon  request  during  the  DEIS  comment  period.  The 
BLM  also  compared  both  analyses'  results  to  the  1.0  deciview 
"just  noticeable  change"  significance  threshold  level  and  the 
USPS  "^  of  a  just  noticeable  change"  0.5  deciview  Limit  of 
Acceptable  Change.  Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  2,  and  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment 
Response  2. 

Comment  Response  31  -  The  DEIS  compared  the  potential 
visibility  impact  analysis  results  to  both  the  1.0  deciview  "just 
noticeable  change"  significance  threshold  level  and  the  USPS  "^ 
of  a  just  noticeable  change"  0.5  deciview  Limit  of  Acceptable 
Change.  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1,6 
Cumulative  Impacts),  "In  addition,  the  USPS,  Regions  2  and  4 
(Blett  1999),  have  also  identified  the  following  'Limit  of 
Acceptable  Change'  regarding  potential  significant  visibihty 
impacts  for  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II  sensitive  areas  analyzed:  no 
day  greater  than  0.5  deciview,  calculated  on  a  24-hour  basis. 
Based  on  this  more  restrictive  ^  of  a  'just  noticeable  change' 
level,  cumulative  operations  would  exceed  the  USPS  'Limit  of 
Acceptable  Change'  on  a  single  day  at  both  the  PSD  Class  I 
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Rawah  Wilderness  Area  (1.69  deciview)  and  the  PSD  Class  II 
Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  (0.69  deciview).  These  predicted 
impacts  would  not  occur  from  the  project  sources  or  the  'No 
Action'  sources  alone,  but  from  all  soiU"ces  combined  (total 
cumulative  sources)."  Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  3. 

Comment  Response  32  -  All  air  quality  impact  assessment 
materials  presented  in  the  DEIS  represent  the  BLM's  "preferred 
method"  of  displaying  the  potential  visibihty  degradation  and  not 
"industry's."  Since  method  2  is  a  very  conservative,  but  much 
simpler,  visibihty  screening  analysis  than  the  refined  method  4, 
it  is  not  surprising  that  method  4  predicts  lower  potential 
visibihty  impacts.  Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Responses  3  and  6,  and  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment 
Response  2. 

The  BLM  did  use  the  very  conservative,  but  much  simpler, 
visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  to  determine  if  potential 
visibUity  impacts  within  several  sensitive  receptors  was  possible. 
As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative 
Impacts),  "A  conservative  visibihty  screening  level  analysis 
indicated  that  proposed  project  operations  might  result  m  a 
perceptible  (1.0  deciview)  visibihty  reduction  on  very  clear  days 
at  several  of  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II  sensitive  receptors,  therefore 
a  more  refined  potential  visibihty  impact  analysis  was  performed." 

NEPA  directs  the  BLM  to  "succinctly  describe  the  environment 
of  the  area(s)  to  be  affected"  (40  C.F.R.  1502.15),  to  "provide  ftiU 
and  fair  discussion  of  [potential]  significant  environmental 
impacts"  (40  C.F.R.  1502.1),  and  to  "present  the  [potential] 
enviromnental  impacts  of  the  proposal  and  alternatives  in 
comparative  form,  thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing 
a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decisionmaker  and 
the  pubUc"  (40  C.F.R.  1502.14). 

The  refined  visibihty  impact  analysis  used  hourly  transmissometer 
optical  monitoring  data  collected  during  1995  at  both  the  Bridger 
Wilderness  Area  and  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park  mandatory 
federal  PSD  Class  I  areas  in  order  to  define  existing  background 
conditions.  Since  there  are  a  number  of  "reasonably  foreseeable" 
air  pollutant  emission  sources  which  were  not  operating  m  1995, 
their  potential  visibihty  impacts  were  analyzed  to  establish  the 
future  affected  environment  (adjusted  background).  Finally, 
potential  visibility  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives  were  combined  with  the  adjusted  background  to  fully 
disclose  potential  cumulative  environmental  impacts.  Given  the 
mixture  of  impacts  from  existing  sources,  "proposed,  but  not 
operating"  reasonably  foreseeable  sources,  and  the  Proposed 
Action  and  alternatives,  the  BLM  could  not  use  a  5-year  average 
of  measured  optical  conditions. 

It  is  not  clear  why  some  agencies  prefer  to  use  the  visibihty 
screening  analysis  (method  2)  as  part  of  their  PSD  Permit  -  New 
Source  Review,  but  that  method:  1)  is  very  easy  to  apply;  2) 
represents  a  conservative  (over-estimate)  of  potential  visibihty 
impacts;  3)  provides  a  conservative  buffer  against  possible 
perceptible  impacts;  and  4)  represents  the  desired  future 
condition  of  no  manmade  visibihty  impairment  in  mandatory 
federal  PSD  Class  I  areas. 
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The  DEIS  did  not  confuse  "the  public  by  combining  the  two 
models  without  disclosing  their  results  separately  and  then 
choosing  to  display  only  the  results  from  method  4  that  diminish 
the  visibility  impacts."  Both  the  very  conservative,  but  much 
simpler,  visibility  screening  analysis  (method  2)  and  the  more 
refmed  visibility  impact  analysis  (method  4)  were  performed  and 
their  results  clearly  reported  separately  in  the  DEIS. 

However,  your  statements  effectively  demonstrate  the  general 
confusion  among  federal  land  management  agencies  and  the 
general  public  regarding  the  different  ptirposes  and  interpretation 
techniques  of  visibility  impact  analyses  for  air  regulatory  purposes 
(permit  review)  and  non-regulatory  potential  environmental 
impact  analysis  and  disclosure  (NEPA  review).  For  air  pollutant 
emission  permitting,  very  specific  project  design  information,  very 
specific  air  regulatory  agency  analysis  procedures,  and  federal 
land  management  review  and  comment  procedures  have  all  been 
established  (and  must  be  followed)  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
other  applicable  air  quality  regulatory  directives.  Once  a  permit 
is  issued,  the  applicant  has  permission  to  operate.  Under  NEPA, 
project  designs  are  often  preliminary  (enhancing  a  review  of 
alternatives),  the  specific  environmental  impact  analysis  methods 
are  selected  based  on  the  specific  situation  (although  the  overall 
analysis  process  is  defmed  by  NEPA),  and  although  the 
decisionmaker  may  require  specific  mitigation  measures,  the 
applicant  cannot  operate  until  all  applicable  operating  permits 
(including  air  quality)  have  been  issued.  In  summary,  both 
processes  use  similar  analysis  techniques  (monitored  data, 
dispersion  modeling,  etc.),  but  their  purpose  and  needs  vary 
greatly. 

Comment  Response  33  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  44. 

Comment  Response  34  -  Although  not  required  by  NEPA,  the 
BLM  chose  to  use  an  advisory  stakeholder  process  when 
developing  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol  (BLM 
1998e)  describing  the  methodology  the  BLM  intended  to  use 
before  conducting  the  air  quality  impact  assessment.  The  sole 
purpose  was  to  enhance  "cooperation  before  the  environmental 
impact  statement  is  prepared,  rather  than  submission  of 
adversary  comments  on  a  completed  document"  consistent  with 
NEPA  regulations  (40  C.F.R.  1500.5).  However,  the  advisory 
stakeholder  process  does  not  in  any  way  alter  the  BLM's 
authority  and  responsibility  to  conduct  the  air  quality  impact 
assessment  consistent  with  existing  NEPA  regulations.  When 
used,  each  air  quality  impact  assessment  protocol  must  be 
developed  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  no  standard  protocol  is 
anticipated.  Please  also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2,  Comment 
Response  11,  and  Section  7.2.93.2,  Comment  Responses  4  and  6. 

Comment  Response  35  -  To  the  extent  that  the  "NEPA 
procedures  must  insure  that  environmental  information  is 
available  to  public  officials  and  citizens  before  decisions  are 
made  and  before  actions  are  taken"  (40  C.F.R.  1500.1(b)),  the 
comment  that  "all  that  is  available  are  imtested  assumptions"  is 
correct.  However,  air  pollutant  emission  limits  and  eunbient  air 
quality  monitoring  requirements  are  the  responsibility  of  the 
applicable  air  quality  regulatory  agency,  based  on  their  air 
pollutant  emission  permit  analysis  and  approval.     The  U.S. 


Congress  did  not  grant  any  federal  land  management  agency  air 
quality  regulatory  authority.  In  fact,  ever  since  the  original  Clean 
Air  Act  was  passed  (P.L.  159,  dated  July  14,  1955),  it  has  been 
the  declared  policy  of  the  U.S.  Congress  "to  preserve  and  protect 
the  primary  responsibilities  of  the  States  [Tribal]  and  local 
governments  in  controlling  air  pollution."  Please  also  see  FEIS 
Section  7.2.79.2,  Comment  Response  1. 

Comment  Response  36  -  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  text 
(Section  4.1.1.1  Proposed  Action),  "neither  the  State  of  Wyoming 
nor  EPA  have  established  HAP  standards."  Of  sbc  chemicals 
analyzed,  only  benzene  and  formaldehyde  exceeded  the  most 
restrictive  8-hour  Pinellas  Coimty  Air  Pollution  Control  Board 
(Florida)  Acceptable  Ambient  Concentration  Level.  Further 
analysis  of  the  potential  incremental  long-term  cancer  risk  for  a 
Most  Likely  Exposiu-e  and  a  Maximally  Exposed  Individual  due 
to  benzene  and  formaldehyde  indicated  no  potential  for  concern. 
Please  also  see  Comment  Response  35,  above. 


Comment  Response  37 
above. 


Please  see  Comment  Response  35, 


Comment  Response  38  -  Existing  activities  contributing  to  water 
quality  reductions  in  the  CD/WIIPA  are  described  in  DEIS 
Section  3.1.6.1.  Petrolemn  activities  are  not  identified  as  the  only 
cause  of  stream  impairment.  Rather,  a  number  of  factors, 
including  high  natural  erosion  rates  in  this  arid  climate,  combine 
to  reduce  water  quality.  The  BLM  believes  that  project-specific 
and  cumulative  impacts  to  water  quality  are  adequately  addressed 
in  DEIS  Section  4.1.7. 

Comment  Response  39  -  No  produced  water  currently  is 
proposed  to  be  discharged  into  surface  waters.  We  recognize  the 
evolution  of  water  quality  regulations  and  believe  that  adequate 
protection  for  surface  waters  are  included  in  the  DEIS  and  BLM 
standard  operating  procedures. 

Comment  Response  40  -  While  no  point  source  discharges  are 
anticipated  at  this  time,  your  comment  is  noted,  and  the  BLM 
concurs  and  would  work  with  the  WDEQ/WQD  to  ensure  that 
no  point  source  discharges  are  authorized  to  "water  quality 
limited  segments." 

Comment  Response  41  -  The  proposed  project  would  be  in 
compliance  with  all  existing  water  quality  standards  (see  DEIS 
Section  4.1.7). 

Comment  Response  42  -  The  BLM  intends  to  do  everything  it 
can  to  mitigate  the  removal  of  sagebrush  in  the  CD/WIIPA  and 
to  protect  sage  grouse  and  the  other  species  that  depend  upon 
this  ecosystem.  Numerous  mitigation  measures  are  outlined  in 
the  DEIS  to  this  end.  However,  just  as  protection  of  wildlife 
habitat  is  a  legitimate  use  of  BLM  lands,  so  is  oil  and  gas 
development. 

Comment  Response  43  -  The  DEIS  discusses  at  length  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  to  wildlife  species,  especially 
those  of  most  concern  to  man.  These  impacts  and  associated 
mitigations  are  presented  in  DEIS  Sections  4.23  and  4.2.5  and 
Appendices  D  and  E. 
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Comment  Response  44  -  Baseline  wildlife  studies  were  conducted 
on  the  CD/WIIPA,  and  an  extensive  review  of  extant  data  was 
completed.  The  BLM  realizes  that  the  landscape  will  change 
from  its  existing  characteristics  under  oil  and  gas  development, 
but  to  characterize  such  change  as  an  "industrial  landscape"  is  an 
overstatement.  The  obligation  of  no  more  than  $5,000  per  year 
by  Operators  is  an  applicant-committed  practice,  not  a  decision 
by  BLM.  Additional  Operator-provided  monies  have  also  been 
identified  (see  DEIS  Tables  D-2.1,  D-2.2,  and  D-2.3),  and  further 
monies  may  be  required  in  the  future  based  on  impacts  observed 
during  monitoring. 

Comment  Response  45  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  46  -  The  BLM  will  identify  suitable  nesting 
habitat  for  sage  grouse  during  the  monitoring  efforts  identified 
m  DEIS  Appendix  D,  as  well  as  during  APD  and  ROW 
application  reviews.  Sage  grouse  leks  and  an  area  within  a  radius 
of  2-ini  is  given  protection,  and  these  probable  nesting  areas  are 
now  included  in  SRAs.  The  area  within  0.25  mi  of  sage  grouse 
leks  is  identified  as  potential  breeding  habitat. 

Comment  Response  47  -  No  vegetative  control  is  proposed  for 
the  project.  Some  disturbance  would  occur,  but  vegetative 
control,  when  applied  to  sage  grouse,  generally  means  extensive 
chaining,  burning,  or  chemical  treatment  of  sagebrush.  This 
could  significantly  affect  sage  grouse  habitat;  however,  nothing 
like  this  is  proposed  for  this  project. 

Comment  Response  48  -  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  the 
0.25-mi  no  surface  occupancy  buffer  aroimd  sage  grouse  leks  is 
in  violation  of  40  C.F.R.  §  1502.24.  This  stipulation  is  quite 
different  than  the  stipulation  that  restricts  development  in 
suitable  nesting  habitat  within  a  2-mi  radius  around  a  lek.  The 
two  stipulations  work  together  to  protect  sage  grouse  during  the 
breeding  and  nesting  season. 

Comment  Response  49  -  The  2-mi  area  surroimding  sage  grouse 
leks  is  now  included  in  SRAs.  Additional  restrictions  may  be 
instituted  based  on  the  results  of  monitoring;  however,  at  this 
time  the  BLM  believes  that  the  existing  stipulations  adequately 
protect  sage  grouse  during  breeding  and  nesting  and  that  the 
application  of  additional  restrictions  at  this  time  would  be  an 
unreasonable  and  unjustifiable  burden.  Additional  sage  grouse 
mitigations  may  be  applied  as  described  in  DEIS  Section  4.2.3.2, 
and  fiu-ther  mitigations  may  be  applied  based  on  monitoring 
results. 

Comment  Response  50  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  DEIS 
adequately  addresses  potential  impacts  on  sage  grouse  and  that 
an  informed  decision  can  be  made.  Where  information  is 
lacking,  additional  monitoring  studies  have  been  developed  to 
gather  more  site-specific  data.  Furthermore,  additional 
mitigations  may  be  initiated  based  on  monitoring  results. 


Comment  Response  51  -  The  USFWS  has  been  consulted 
regarding  the  proper  procedures  for  clearances  for  mountain 
plover  (see  DEIS  Appendix  E),  and  this  information  has  been 
incorporated  into  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  52  -  The  BLM  has  not  said  that  there  would 
be  no  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  big  game.  In  fact,  the 
DEIS  on  page  4-58  says  that  there  would  be  potential  significant 
cumulative  impacts  to  the  Red  Desert  pronghorn  herd  imder  the 
Proposed  Action.  Alternatives  A  and  B  were  designed,  in  part, 
to  further  protect  crucial  winter  ranges. 

Comment  Response  53  -  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  a 
survey  to  identify  all  fences  is  necessary.  The  project  does  not 
propose  building  fences,  and  the  WGFD  is  aware  of  problem 
fences,  some  of  which  may  be  on  private  lands  over  which  the 
BLM  has  no  authority.  The  DEIS  already  analyzes  the  impacts 
of  roads  on  ungulates  (see  Section  4.2.3.1).  Further  information 
on  this  subject  is  provided  in  FEIS  Section  7.2.88. 

Comment  Response  54  -  The  BLM  does  follow  USFWS 
guidelines  for  black-footed  ferret  surveys  (see  DEIS 
Section  4.2.5.1). 

Comment  Response  55  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  56  -  Consultation  with  Native  American 
governmental  bodies  is  required  by  several  laws.  Consultation  is 
guided  by  BLM  Manual  Handbook  H-8160-1,  General  Procedural 
Guidance  of  Native  American  Consultation.  In  Wyoming,  the 
BLM  views  consultation  with  Native  Americans  as  an  ongoing 
process.  The  BLM  has  initiated  consultation  with  the  Eastern 
Shoshone,  Northern  Arapaho,  and  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Bands 
of  the  Ute  Tribe  regarding  the  Continental  Divide  Wamsutter  II 
project.  Consultation  efforts  will  continue  at  several  levels 
throughout  the  LOP.  Efforts  will  include  general  meetings 
where  information  is  exchanged  between  the  agency  and  tribes, 
as  well  as  consultations  and  field  visits  when  cultinal  resources 
of  concern  to  tribes  are  encountered  during  the  inventory  phase 
of  specific  developments.  The  BLM  wiD  continue  to  take  the 
concerns  of  tribal  representatives  into  account  in  developing 
management  strategies  for  the  CD/WIIPA. 

Comment  Response  57  -  The  BLM  considered  all  potential  road 
impacts  in  this  EIS.  A  "no  net  gain"  policy  for  roads  on  public 
lands  was  not  considered  reasonable.  The  BLM  considered  all 
previous  comments  in  this  EIS,  as  well  as  in  the  development  of 
the  Transportation  Plan  (DEIS  Appendix  B).  The  general 
content  of  all  scoping  comments  to  this  EIS  are  presented  in 
DEIS  Section  1.4.2. 

Comment  Response  58  -  The  BLM  manages  the  public  lands  for 
multiple  resources  and  believes  that  this  EIS  identifies  that  the 
use  of  the  various  resources  can  be  balanced  in  a  reasonable  way. 
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7^.85.1     Letter  85  -  Jeff  Kessler,  Biodiversity  Associates 


July  15. 1999 


OaraMUer 

RawJlns  Bdd  Oifice,  Bureau  of  Land  Managenienc 

P.O.  Box  2407 

RawUns,  WY  32301-2407 

RE:  ConUnental  DMdcAVarmunei  H  DEIS 


WoHring  to  Pmted  Nathje  Species  and  Their  Habitats 

P.O.  Be«aB2.ljranl*  WY  BZtm      »07l  742-7978   kx  742-7989 


RECEIVED 


JUL    19: 


BUREAU  OF  UMD  MANAGEMENT 
HAWUNSFl£LD  OFFICE 


DaarOare-. 

Tbue  am  additional  comments  oi  Biodlvenity  Assodatas  on  the  Condnental  OlvldeAVarmuttsr 
Q  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  TheH  comments  supplement  those  submitted 
}(^tiy  by  the  WycHning  Outdoor  Coundl  and  our  group.  Please  Indude  these  comments  tn  the 
public  record  and  respond  to  our  concerns  in  subsequent  environmental  documents. 

GuMiaJ  Conccnu 

Pint,  wt  note  that  the  comment  period  ior  this  project  was  Insuf&dsnt  to  allow  the  public  at 
large,  and  the  Wyon^ng  public  in  particular,  to  analyze  and  evaluate  the  proposed  actton  and 
altemath/es  in  any  level  of  detalL  As  you  are  awsre,  an  enormous  amount  of  environmenbilly 
damaging  development  is  currently  proposed  for  public  lands  across  Wyoming.  Literally  thousands 
of  oU  or  gas  weils,  coal  bed  methane  weQs,  along  with  thousands  of  miles  of  road  construction,  are 
currently  under  discussion  and  open  for  public  comment  The  potential  impacts  from  this  level  of 
development  on  wildUfe,  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species,  the  water  and  air  resources,  recreation, 
and  die  overall  quality  of  life  in  Wyoming  (including  open  space  Issues)  are  stmllady  1bts&  That  Is 
why  our  group  and  others  in  Wyoming  asked  tor  an  extension  of  the  public  comment  period  for  the 
0£IS.  While  the  two  week  extension  grantsd  by  the  State  Director  was  helpful.  It  was  sdO 
insufficient  time  for  dthens  to  come  Co  grips  udth  the  mammoth  proposal  Youi  letter  of  June  29 
rv^xindlng  to  our  request  for  addUon  time  to  comment  misconstrues  the  reasons  we  aiiced  for  the 
extension.  We  weie  not  seeking  addftlonal  "opportunldes"  for  pubUc  Input  Into  the  writing  of  the 
DEIS.  Nor  were  we  ssekmg  additional  venues  for  comment  such  as  the  'pi^llc  meeUngi'  you 
mentioned  In  your  latter,  instead  we  were  tlmiidy  seeking  more  ttma  to  analyze  the  DEIS,  a  huge 
(yet  IncretUbty  Incomplete)  document  which  the  BLM  and  consultants  took  4  years  to  write. 
Furthermore,  we  are  not  swayed  by  your  plea  that  there  is  a  "need"  to  make  a  bmaty  dedston 
bebre  yean  end  A  few  more  weelo,  or  even  a  month  or  so,  wodd  not  signtficanUy  Impact  any  of 
the  parties  involved  In  the  project  The  natural  gas  Isn't  going  anywhere,  the  companies  anm't  going 
anywhere,  and  the  BLM  Isn't  going  anywhere  On  the  other  hand,  this  nation's  natural  heritage 
coukl  be  lost  or  forever  dliolnlshed  If  the  pro>ect  Is  approved  without  adequate  pubUc  scrutiny, 
without  meaningful  and  enforceable  environmental  protsctlon  measures,  or  without  fuU  comf^nce 
with  environmental  protectton  lows  and  regutatlom. 
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mentioned  below  toa  However,  time  does  not  permit  us  to  go  into  great  detail  These  are  just 
examples  of  oui  concerns  and  of  potential  Impacts  that  have  twen  Ignored  or  presented  erronaousiy 
in  the  DEIS. 

Fringed  myotis 

Olive-backed  pocket  mouse  (full  ^ledes  and  calbstus  subspedea) 

Townsend's  trig-eared  bat 

Wyoming  pocket  gopher  -  This  Wyoming  endemic  deserves  spedal  attention,  as  It  occurs  no 
where  else. 

Midgst  faded  lattlesiukc 

Swift  fox  -  This  imperiled  spedes  haa  been  thought  to  Inhabit  the  projed  area  In  the  past  and 
deserves  spedal  attendoa  The  potential  for  increased  hunting  and  happing  access  due  to 
increased  road  access,  recreational  shooting,  road  kill,  and  other  negative  impacts  should  be 
atldressed 

Black-footed  ferret  -  We  believe  relntroduction  efforts  for  this  imperiled  mammal  arc  currentlv 
underlay  south  of  the  project  area  in  Colorado.  The  potential  Unpads  to  the  ratntroduction 
effort  should  be  discussed 

Whlte-taQed  prairie  dog  -  The  Black-footed  ferret  reintroductlon  mentioned  above  depends  on 
White-tailed  prairie  dog  colonies.   Potential  Impacts  should  have  been  Induded 

Mountain  pk>ver  -  Very  few  plovers  remain  In  this  countiy  and  it  Is  essential  that  every  passible 
precaution  be  taken  to  protect  individuals,  pain,  nests,  and  young.  Because  a  reJativaly 
brge  area  of  land  would  be  tmpaded  (espedaliy  when  blading  the  well  pads,  roads,  ate}  we 
are  concerned  that  udstlng  nests  could  t>e  disturbed  by  dicse  adh/iilea.  or  that  such  areas 
would  actually  attract  nesting  pairs  between  the  time  the  blading  takes  place  and  other 
actlvtiies  begin.  Mandatory  mitigation  measures  should  be  added  to  prevent  such  situations. 
Furthermore.,  the  plover  has  been  inoposed  for  Qstlng  uruler  the  federal  Endangered  Spedes 
Act.  Thus  the  BLM  should  conference  with  the  USFWS  and  loilow  that  agendas 
recommendations. 

Sage  Grouse  -  Sage  grouse  leks  and  nesting  areas  should  have  been  indudad  In  the  "sertstttve 
resource  areas. '  In  addition,  ths  aimulattve  loss  of  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  will  ba 
sIgniAcant,  even  though  the  DEIS  reached  die  opposite  conduslon.  Recent  research  has 
shown  that  70%  or  more  of  sage  grouse  hens  abandon  traditional  nesting  habitats  within  2 
milas  of  leks  disturbed  by  gas  activities.  Taking  this  into  consideration,  It  appears  that  most 
of  the  nesting  efforts  would  be  Impacted  The  0.25  mile  buifer  around  leks  Is  also  much 
smaller  than  die  2  mile  optimal  nesting  habitat  shown  in  current  rasaerch.  Even  a  two  mile 
buffer  is  not  adequate  In  some  Instances.  Nonetheless,  the  DEIS  uses  the  0.25  mile  l^ure  to 
•stlmata  habitat  figures.  This  ts  a  gross  underestimata.  Map  3.13  bears  this  out 

Pmnghom  -  The  loss  of  over  5%  of  crudal  winter  lange  ior  the  Red  Desert  haid  is  anything  but 
insignlflcanL  Cnidal  range  Is  Just  that,  crudoL  Losing  l/20th  of  this  habitat  b  a  st^ilflcant 
bnpad  and  the  DEIS  should  raflact  ^. 

Ccdorado  RKvr  cutthroat  trout 

Bannelmouth  Sucker  -  This  spedes  has  severely  dedlned  In  its  nadva  range  and  is  ^van  a 
ranking  of  NSSl  by  the  Wyoming  Garaa  and  Bsh  DepartmonL  This  is  the  most  Imperiled 
ranklns  in  the  system.  Flannetmouth  sucker  is  krKiwn  to  be  present  in  Btttar  Creak 
downstream  of  the  protect  area  (see,  for  exan^:to,  Wheeler,  Charley  A.,  "Current 
Distributions  and  Distributional  Changes  of  Bshes  In  Wyoming  West  of  the  ContirwmBi 
DtvkJe."  MS,  University  of  Wyoming,  Dapt  of  Zoology  and  Pbystcriogy,  May.  1997).  The 
DEIS  should  analyze  potenttal  impacts  to  this  spades  from  any  produced  waters,  Increasad 
mnoS  from  roads,  potential  spUls,  and  any  other  iacton  that  coukl  be  detrimantsl  to  the  fish. 
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Wa  are  also  concerned  that  the  BLM  faib  In  the  DEIS  to  adequately  portray  the  leva]  of 
negative  Impacts  to  the  environment  Many  of  the  discussions  In  Section  4  consist  of  nothing  but 
condusory  statements.  There  Is  an  almost  complata  absence  of  actual  analysla,  data,  or  rai^ncas 
to  pertinent  sdentiflc  studies.  Of  pailk:ular  concern  Is  the  failure  of  the  DEIS  to  dsdoH  how  the 
general  character  ol  the  study  area  might  change,  Instead  the  DEIS  In  Table  2.6  states  that  the 
changes  In  charactarofthe  area  win  be 'iraignificant"  This  is  patently  absurd.  Adding  3.000  wells. 
^  the  andllaiy  equipment,  constnictlns  1,500  miles  of  roods  and  ptpellnai,  and  the  related  Impacts 
from  development  wilt  dramatlcBlly  alter  the  character  of  the  pro)ed  area.  To  claim  otherwise  Is 
preposterous.  The  BLM  Is  taking  the  same  "liead  In  the  sand'  approach  hare  as  It  has  In  other 
areas  of  the  state  of  WytHning.  Adding  thousands  of  waUs  to  a  latxlscapa  and  adding  thousands  of 
miles  of  roads  wiQ  forever  alter  the  character  of  the  open  spaces  of  Wyoming — turning  the  kinds  of 
areas  tliat  make  Wyoming  spedal  (big  open  areas)  Into  places  just  like  sverywheTe  else,  full  of  roads, 
developments,  motorized  vehides,  air  pc^udon.  etc 

Put  another  way,  the  sagebrush  ecosystem  in  particular  has  been  and  Is  being  st^Jected  lo 
unprecedented  leveb  of  davelopmenL  Indicators  such  as  the  Sitge  Grouse  do  not  paint  a  pretty 
ptctLire  of  bie  healtii  of  thb  ecosystem.  The  BLM  should  o%vn-up  to  this  and  tall  the  pubUc  what  is 
really  going  on. 

Blodlvarsfty,  Wlldlifa,  Plants,  and  Ecolostcal  Proeaues 

The  DEIS  mentions  a  bdr  number  of  wQdUfe  and  plant  spedes  udilch  are  know  to  occur  or 
which  may  occur  In  the  project  area.   However,  merely  mentioning  the  spedes  or  resouica  does  not 
constitute  the  "hard  look'  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  What  ts 
naedad  is  an  honest  and  forthri^t  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  develc^vnant  On  the 
bUdoglcal  resources,  whether  in  the  proved  ana  or  not.  On  many  key  Issues,  the  DEIS  Is  either 
silent,  merely  dnws  condusions  in  tiie  absence  of  any  compeBlng  data,  or  dafan  any  substantlva 
analjffb  to  soma  future  data.  This  ts  particulariy  tiua  for  small  mammals  and  other  rranchatlsmatlc 
animals.  As  but  one  example,  the  DEIS  condudas  that  "Adequate  undtshirtied  habitats  are 
avallabla  ragionaDy  for  an  potentially  aSected  state  sansltlva  spadei '  This  ts  not  analysts.  The 
pubtk:  deserves  batter  from  the  BLM,  and  the  BLM  Is  raqiired  by  law  and  regulation  lo  do  better. 

In  Chapter  4,  and  In  Appandcas  D  and  E.  the  wildbfa  analysis  consists  mainly  of  aim*wavlng. 
For  example,  men^  summing  the  aiaa  dlradfy  disturbed  for  habitat  k»t)  by  new  roads,  pipallnas, 
fadHnas,  and  wall  pads  only  taOs  a  smalt  part  of  tha  story.  The  DEIS  ntpeatedlv  condudes  thai 
Impacts  to  a  given  spedes  wQl  be  Insignllleant'  because  only  a  smaB  percentage  of  habitat  will  be 
lost  or  impacted.  Wttb  seralttva  spedes,  whether  they  are  rare,  dacfinlng,  particulariy  sansltiva  to 
human  dlsturbancs  or  some  CDmt>tnatk}n  of  al  three,  very  little  loss  of  habitat  can  have  a  vary  large 
Impact  on  kxal  populations-  This  isn't  a  n«w  concept,  but  you  woukin't  know  this  by  roadlns  the 
DEIS.  Given  tha  axpanstva  devalopmant  that  would  occur  In  tha  project  ana,  tbara  li  a  graat 
Uka&hood  that  the  cumulative  Impacts  Co  sansMva  wptties  woUd  ba  far  giaatar  than  that  lesultkig 
from  die  dbect  loss  of  habitat  alone.  Tha  spatial  arrangement  of  cfisturtumeas,  fragmentation  of 
habitat,  loss  of  effadivanass  of  habitat  ovation  of  pathways  for  ganarafist  qxdas  or  additional 
piadatocs  (genara&st  npton  and  tha  Mka)  ara  also  tmpertant  factors.  Agala  the  DEIS  is  sdant  on 
thasa  Issues  for  almost  al  xpadai.  Tha  BLM  has  fadlad  to  use  make  usa  of  tha  best  avoOabla 
knionnatfon  and  has  failad  to  an^yza  tha  t&act,  liicttract.  and  cumuiathM  impacli  ot  the  altamadvn 
on  wtidfiie  spades  and  plants. 

Tha  ganaral  wikfllfa  concerns  ntantlonad  above  ralata  to  aU  wildtUa  and  raia  planti,  arul  to  Iha 
partlailarspadaslstadbalow.  Conovta  information  on  theoa  spades  sfaoukl  fuve  baen  Indiidod  bi 
tha  DEIS.  Ukewlsa,  tha  DEIS  should  have  fufly  anafyzad  tha  tmpads  to  these  spades  from  the 
vnilous  atemattves.  U  (fid  not  Soma  of  our  spedik;  concams  ralating  to  a  ftw  Indtvldual  spados  wa 
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Wa  also  nots  that,  regardass  of  the  cummt  or  ultimate  WY  DapL  of  Envtronmentel  Quality 
dasstflcaQon  of  BitCBr  Creek,  the  existing  usa  of  Bitter  Creek  as  habitat  for  Planneimouth 
Sucker  canrxit  be  curtailed  as  a  result  of  water  quality  redudiorti 


Other  Coitcams 
I  Wa  do  not  understand  tha  concept  of  "applicant-committed''  mltlgatton  and  protection 

Q  I  measures.  An  diay  mandatory  or  dlscratlonaty?  If  dlsaetlonarv,  at  whose  discretion?  An  other 
I  mitigation  and  piotactlva  maasures  mandatory  or  discretionary? 

Tha  No-Actioa  Ahamativa  and  MuMpla  Um 

Tha  DEIS  falls  to  sincerely  conifer  the  no-actlon  altematfva.  The  "loss  of  royalttes"  argument 
prasantad  in  the  DEIS  condudas  Uiat  no-adion  wotid  be  against  the  public's  best  hiteraxt  because 
royalties  would  be  foregone.  Has  tha  BLM  conducted  public  of^nlon  poOs  on  the  public's  tntarast? 
is  tha  agency  In  poesassion  of  data  demonstrating  ths  public  would  rather  gain  royalties  and  loae  the 
natival  character  of  huge  expanses  of  the  pi^c  lands?  Or  are  the  Impacts  to  wUd&fe  and 
nonmotorlzad  lacraatlon  judged  by  the  jJuWic  to  be  more  valuaWe  than  any  royalties?  Again,  tha 
DEIS  merely  states  condusions  without  any  supporting  data  or  evidence. 

We  are  also  concerned  that  the  BLM  seems  to  beOeve  that  (1)  every  negative  environmental 
Impad  can  be  miUgated,  and  (2)  that  no  areas  should  be  off-Dmlts  to  indusbial  gas  cxptoraUon, 
davelopment  and  production.  Contrary  to  tills  perspective,  ws  would  note  that  the  public  interest 
and  the  mubipla  usa  concept  also  Include  protection  of  our  ruumal  heritage,  maintalnins  naturally 
funcdoning  ecosystem,  providtng  ior  healthy  populations  of  aO  plant  and  arUmal  spedes,  and 
providing  (or  a  variety  of  recreation  opportunities,  hidudlng  nonmotorlzad  prlmiliva  and 
semipTlmUiva  recreation.  Yet  the  philosophy  embocflad  In  die  DEIS  is  that  It  ta  deshad  to  maxtmizs 
devel{>pmant  avaiywhara,  and  any  nagativa  anvironmantal  Impad  b  either  insignificant  or  can  be 
mitlgatad 

Cofiduiioa 

For  aU  tha  reasons  nwntionad  above,  the  DEIS  is  fatally  flawed  and  ihouM  ba  redrafted  than 
diculatad  again  for  pi^Ec  comment. 

Sincaialy, 
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7.2.85.2  Letter  85  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  talcing  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  DEIS 
comment  period  was  long  enough  to  allow  interested  parties  to 
participate,  especially  in  hght  of  the  extensive  public  participation 
opportunities  conducted  throughout  the  entire  EIS  process. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  negative 
envu-onmental  impacts  addressed  in  the  DEIS  were,  for  the  most 
part,  adequately  portrayed;  however,  based  on  the  comments 
received  on  the  DEIS,  the  BLM  has  now  determined  that 
significant  impacts  to  the  character  of  some  CD/WIEPA 
landscapes  could  occur,  and  the  text  in  this  FEIS  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  this.  Furthermore,  the  BLM  does  not 
anticipate  these  changes  in  landscape  character  to  be  permanent 
since  most  distiu^bed  areas,  including  roads,  would  be  adequately 
reclaimed  after  the  LOP. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  statement 
regarding  impacts  for  small  mammals  is  adequate.  No  attempt 
has  been  made  to  hide  impacts,  and  negative  impacts  are 
anticipated  as  discussed  on  DEIS  page  4-53  and  elsewhere  in  the 
document. 

Comment  Response  4  -  Impacts  to  sensitive  species  are  discussed 
in  detail  in  DEIS  Section  4.2.5,  and  the  BLM  believes  that  with 
the  mitigations  described  in  the  DEIS  no  significant  impacts 
would  occur.  The  BLM  is  aware  that  factors  other  than 
disturbance  acreage  can  affect  the  abimdance  of  some  species. 

Comment  Response  5  -  The  BLM  believes  these  species  are 
adequately  addressed  in  this  EIS.  Information  on  these  species 
can  be  found  as  follows. 

•  Fringed  myotis.  While  this  species  is  not  known  from  the 
CD/WIIPA,  if  the  species  were  to  occur  in  this  area  impacts 
would  likely  be  as  described  for  other  myotis  species  in 
DEIS  Appendix  E. 

•  Olive-backed  pocket  mouse.  This  species  (including  both 
subspecies)  was  considered  along  with  other  small  mammals 
(see  DEIS  Sections  3.2.2.2  and  4.2.3.1). 

-  Townsend's  big-eared  bat.  This  special  status  species  is 
addressed  in  DEIS  Sections  3.2.4.1,  4.2.5,  and  E-5.1.4. 

•  Wyoming  pocket  gopher.  This  species  was  considered  along 
with  other  small  mammals  (see  DEIS  Sections  3.2.2.2  and 
4.2.3.1),  as  well  as  other  state-sensitive  species  (see  DEIS 
Sections  3.2.4.2  and  4.2.5). 

•  Midget  faded  rattlesnake.  While  this  species  is  not  known 
from  the  CD/WIIPA,  if  the  species  were  to  occur  in  the 
area  impacts  would  likely  be  as  described  for  other  reptiles 
(see  DEIS  Section  4.2.3.3). 

-  Swift  fox.  This  special  status  species  is  addressed  in  DEIS 
Sections  3.2.2.2,  3.2.4.2,  4.2.5,  and  E-5.1.7. 

■  Black-footed  ferret.  Considerable  attention  is  given  to  this 
species  throughout  the  DEIS  (see  Sections  3.2.4.1  and  4.2.5 


and  Appendix  E).  The  BLM  does  not  believe  this  project 
would  have  any  impact  on  proposed  black-footed  ferret 
reintroduction  efforts. 

•  White-tailed  prairie  dog.  Impacts  and  mitigations  for  this 
species  are  given  special  attention  throughout  the  DEIS  (see 
Section  3.2.2.2  and  Map  3.11,  Sections  4.2.3.1  and  4.2.5.5, 
and  Appendix  E). 

-  Mountain  plover.  Considerable  attention  is  given  to  this 
species  throughout  the  DEIS  (see  Sections  3.2.4.1,  4.2.5,  and 
E-5.2.6).  Additional  mitigation  measures  have  been  included 
in  this  FEIS  (see  Sections  2.6.13.9  and  4.2.5.5)  to  address 
your  concerns  regarding  moimtain  plover  nesting  on  newly 
disturbed  areas.  The  BLM  is  conferencing  with  the  USFWS 
regarding  mountain  plover  and  other  listed  species,  and  all 
required  mitigative  actions  will  be  identified  in  the  ROD  for 
this  project. 

-  Sage  grouse.  Sage  grouse  are  addressed  in  DEIS  Sections 
3.2.2.4  and  4.2.3.2.  The  BLM  is  unaware  of  the  pubUcation 
mentioned;  please  provide  a  complete  reference  for  this 
document.  The  0.25-mi  buffer  around  leks  is  provided 
primarily  to  protect  breeding  activities  on  leks;  an  additional 
seasonal  2.0-mi  buffer  is  provided  to  protect  nesting 
activities. 

-  Pronghom.  Pronghorn  are  addressed  in  DEIS  Sections 
3.2.2.1  and  4.2.3.1.  The  DEIS  concurs  that  significant 
impacts  may  occur  to  the  Red  Desert  pronghom  herd  (see 
DEIS  Sections  4.2.3.1,  Cumulative  Impacts,  pages  4-57  and 
4-58). 

•  Colorado  River  cutthroat  trout.  This  species  does  not  occur 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  CD/WIIPA. 

•  Flaimelmouth  sucker.  This  species  is  adequately  addressed 
in  DEIS  Sections  3.2.4.1,  4.2.5,  and  E-5.4.2. 

Comment  Response  6  -  Applicant-committed  mitigation  is 
included  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  alternatives. 
Operators  agree  to  these  mitigation  measures  as  part  of  their 
routine  operations,  and  if  authorized  these  measures  would  be 
adapted  as  requirements  in  the  ROD. 

Comment  Response  7  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  No  Action 
Alternative  is  adequately  discussed  in  the  DEIS,  and  this 
alternative  will  be  considered.  While  no  public  opinion  polls 
were  conducted,  the  BLM  still  beUeves,  based  in  part  on  the 
comments  received  on  the  DEIS,  that  the  loss  of  royalties 
associated  with  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  be  in  the 
public's  best  interest. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  every 
negative  environmental  impact  can  be  mitigated,  although  most 
can  be  minimized  to  prevent  them  from  becoming  significant. 
We  do  not  believe  that  no  areas  should  be  off  limits  to  oil  and 
gas  exploration,  but  we  are  legally  boxmd  to  existing  lease 
agreements  and  must  honor  the  terms  of  such  agreements. 
Areas  are  set  aside  from  leasing  during  RMP  development. 

Comment  Response  9  -  The  BLM  believes  that  the  DEIS 
provides  adequate  information  and  that  it  should  not  be  reissued. 
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RECEIVED 


JUL    I  9  1999 


R£:  Draft  £nvIronm*ntal  Impact  Stotarrwnt 

Continental  Divide /Wamsutter  II 
Natural  Gos  Project 


Dear  Mr.  Maien 


IPAMS  a  a  non-profit,  nonHsartisan  trade  association  reprejcntlng  the 
interests  of  independent  oil  and  natural  gas  producers,  royalty  owners, 
industry  consultants,  and  ser^rice  and  supply  companies  operoting  In  a 
thtrteen-stotQ  Rocky  Mountain  area  thai  includes  the  states  of  Wyoming, 
Colorado.  New  Mexico,  Montana,  Utah.  Nebraska.  North  Doieola,  South 
Daicoto,  Nevada.  Arizona.  Idoho.  WoslTington,  and  Oregon. 

IPAMS  appreciates  the  opporTunity  to  provide  the  foflowing  comments  to 
those  interested  parties  woridng  on  the  efiort  to  create  a  DraH 
Environmental  Impact  SlatemenI  [DEIS}  tor  the  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  II  (CDWII)  Natural  Gos  Project. 

IPAMS  bttliaves  Proposed  Action  Altemotive  provides  odeqixite 
protection  of  sensitive  resource  values  white  providing  the  most 
appropriate  levei  of  opportunity  to  explore  ar>d  develop  the  mineral 
resources. 

In  addition  the  supporting  the  Proposed  Action  Altemottve.  IPAMS  would 
make  the  following  recommendations 

^11.  IPAMS  mconrvner>ds  that  the  soctot  and  economic  analysis  be  gtven  the 
'  I  some  detailed  and  thoughtful  review  as  hos  been  given  to  aspects  of  the 


7.2.86.2  Letter  86  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  beUeves  social  and  economic 
issues  have  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS  and  that  the 
beneficial  impacts  to  the  communities  and  the  nation  are 
appropriately  disclosed. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  advantages  of  burning  natiu-al  gas 
as  emphasized  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  amendments  of  1990  are 
stated  in  DEIS  Section  1.1  (page  1-5). 

Comment  Response  3  -  Please  refer  to  FEIS  Section  7.2.82.2, 
Comment  Responses  3,  4,  and  7. 
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(effected  environment,  ll  such  anatysis  were  completed,  it  would  be  most 
evident  that  responsible  oH  and  gos  devetopmeni  supports  the  goals  and 
interests  of  the  community  and  nation. 

2.  IPAMS  reconfvnends  that  onolysis  of  affected  environment  include  the 
beneficial  outcomes  thot  will  be  ochhsved  by  developing  08  ond  gas  from 
this  field.  For  storters.  some  nwniton  should  be  mode  about  the 
importance  of  developing  this  field  os  port  of  the  national  strotegy  for 
clean  air.  Although,  this  anotyiis  moy  seem  outikJB  the  Immediate 
concom  of  this  project,  there  will  tM  very  impcrtant  gains  In  oir  quality  as  a 
result  of  having  more  naturol  gas  avoilable  for  newer,  deaner  burning 
power  plants  using  this  fuel.  This  foci  should  not  be  overiooked.  tt  is  worth 
noting  for  public  owareness  and  It  is  o  fact  we  should  all  be  proud  of. 

3.  IPAMS  final  recommendation  relotes  lo  more  dearty  distinguishing 
between  iond,  for  which  the  BLM  does  and  does  not  hav  authority  over. 
TtTTOughout  the  document,  there  Li  language  which  leemi  to  oxlervd  the 
tedero)  govemnrwnt's  oothorlty  lo  regulote  pil  ond  gos  devetopmenl  on 
private  land.  Needless  to  say.  It\ts  portroyol  of  federol  control  does  not 
occurtitety  disclose  to  the  putallc  the  llmils  lo  federol  outhortty  over  privote 
lands.  IPAMS  recommends  that  ttrose  sections,  wtych  infer  outhofity 
wtwre  no  authority  in  fact  exists,  be  dooned-up  In  order  to  ovoid 
misleading  the  public  at-lorge. 

In  dosing,  IPAMS  would  encourage  the  BLM  to  move  ipeedity  to  release 
the  FEIS  and  ROD  thai  approves  the  Proposed  Action  AltemotivB.  IPAMS 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 


Slncerety, 


Man:  W.  Smith 

Dlractor  of  Lands  and  Envlronmant 
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RE:  Draft  Enrlronmentftl  Impact  Statanent,  ContloenuU  Olvide/Wamsutter  IX  Natural 
Gos  Project 

Dear  Mr.  MtUer: 

The  OfGce  of  Federal  Land  Policy  tias  reviewed  tt»e  referenced  document  on  t)elialf  of 
the  State  of  Wyoming.  Copies  of  the  daft  environmcncal  impact  sutemeni  were  also  provided 
CO  all  affected  Sate  afencies  for  dieir  review,  in  accordance  with  State  Cleanngtiouse 
procedures.   Attactied  are  letters  from  the  Wyoming  Gome  &  Fish  Depaitmeni,  State 
Engineer's  Office,  Wyoming  Geologic^  Survey,  and  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmenoi 
Qiiaiity-Air  Quality  Division,  resulting  from  their  reviews. 

The  State  of  Wyoming  supports  the  orderly  and  responsible  development  of  our  naoinil 
resources,  as  minerals  are  a  key  component  of  the  economic  base  of  the  State  of  Wyoming. 
Marathon  Oil  Company's  projectioo  of  production  in  excess  of  600,000mcf/d  in  the  peak  year 
of  this  development  is  an  tndicattoh  of  the  promise  this  area  holds  for  residents  of  both  the 
Slate  of  Wyoming  and  the  U.S. 

However,  this  promise  could  be  delayed  by  time-consuming  a^ieals  or  litigation  if  the 
A  I  EIS  is  not  an  adequate  disclosure  document.  In  an  effort  to  help  prevent  those  delays,  the 
2  I  State  believes  diis  document  needs  to  be  updated  on  several  issues  prior  to  publication  of  die 


While  litde  coal  bed  methane  (CBM)  activity  was  onticipaled  in  this  area  when  these 
projecti  were  initially  planned,  CBM  interest  in  diis  area  is  now  prevalent  At  least  60  CBM 
wells  are  planned  by  the  end  of  2000,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  CBM  development  will  stop  there. 
Thus,  exwisive  CBM  development  is  now  in  the  "reasonably  foreseeable  ftmire."  THe  issues 
related  to  CBM  development  over  the  life  of  the  project  (LOP)  need  to  be  addressed  prior  to 
the  release  of  the  final  impact  analysis. 

^1  Co  a  similar  note,  the  impacts  of  this  natural  gas  development  (and  potential  CBM 

^  I  development)  on  potential  coal  development  in  the  area  should  be  addressed  in  this  analy^. 
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I  Blade  Suae  has  six  opened -bui-idled  mines  near  Che  CD/WH  project  area,,  waiting  to  begin 
producing  should  coal  markets  improve.  U  is  unclear  what  impact  this  development  and  CBM 
activity  will  have  on  air  quality  permits  for  those  coal  mines,  partiailarly  in  light  of  the  newly- 
proposed  Regional  Haze  rules. 

^  I  Landslide  and  other  geologic  information  and  several  production  assumptions  and 

*5  I  omiaions  should  be  addressed,  per  comments  in  the  Stale  Geologist's  letter. 

The  Air  Quality  Division  of  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(DEQ)  notes  that  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  legally  required  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD 
Qaas  1  Area,  even  though  it  is  not  a  federally-designated  Class  1  area.  Language  throughout 
the  DEIS  needs  to  note  the  legaJ  designation,  and  explain  the  distinction  between  State  and 
Federal  designation.   Any  air  quality  predictions  based  on  that  area's  designation  may  have  to 
be  revised,  as  well.  We  also  ask  that  the  document  explain  carefully  that  the  Forest  Service's 
Limits  of  Acceptable  Change  values  are  not  regulatory  limits  or  standards. 

Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations  were  revised  in  1998  to  comply  with 
federal  ozone  standards.  Wyoming  now  uses  an  8-hour  ozone  standard  of  160  /ig/m'. 

We  wish  to  highlight  the  feet  that  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Suppon  Document  Volume 
II  references  the  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum  (SWWYTAF)  information  and 
modeling  techniques.  That  information  and  modeling  have  not  been  finalized,  nor  has  the 
Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  authorized  the  release  of  such  information  for 
use  in  the  Connnental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  EIS.   Either  this  statement  is  incorrect  or  that 
information  has  been  inappropriately  utilized. 

The  DEQ  comments  detail  air  quality-related  stauments  in  the  DEIS  which  need  to  be 
substantiated.  Additionally,  they  bring  up  ^verai  modeling  questions.  Those  questions  would 
have  been  best  handled  in  air  quality  sakeholder  protocol  meetings  during  development  of  this 
document,  but  will  now  have  to  be  dealt  with  in  this  public  forum. 

Sage  grouse  leks  and  associated  nesting  habitats  are  not  included  in  the  definidons  of 
'sensitive  resources."  Since  a  petition  requesting  ESA  Status  for  the  sage  grouse  is  anticipated 
within  the  next  few  months,  fiiilure  to  analyze  impacts  on  sage  grouse  and  to  detail  appropriate 
mitigadon  could  delay  project  development.  The  same  is  true  for  the  potential  impacts  and 
mitigation  for  mountain  plover,  which  has  already  been  petidoned  for  listing.  We  suggest  that 
BLM  personnel  work  closely  widi  Game  &.  Fish  personnel  to  alleviate  these  concerns. 

While  we  support  development  of  this  natural  gas  Field,  we  are  equally  responsible  for 
protecting  Wyoming's  natural  resources.  Thus,  the  implications  thai  reclamation  requirements 
in  Altemadves  A  &  B  would  be  disregarded  should  potential  drainage  issues  arise,  is 
troublesome.   Not  only  does  it  essentially  eliminate  alterruitives  A  and  B  from  serious 
consideraoon  (which,  in  turn,  essendaily  voids  the  ranj^e  of  alternatives),  but  that  statement 
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loge^er  with  an  ^iparent  lack  of  commitment  to  mitig^on  and  an  inadequate  monitoring  plan 
raise  concern  about  BLM's  regard  for  the  State's  resources. 

Of  equal  concern  is  access  to  and  drainage  of  State  minerals.   Much  of  the  Staa 
minerals  in  diis  project  area  lie  under  federal  surface.  State  mineral  lessees  have  reported 
being  denied  access  to  overlying  federal  Land.  The  Stale  has  had  to  exffind  leases  because  of 
that  denied  access.  We  see  nothing  in  this  document  which  would  lead  us  to  believe  that  BLM 
will  consider  the  State's  need  to  develop  its  mineral  resources.  In  £act,  die  implications  in  this 
document  are  thai  BLM  does  not  intend  to  work  as  panners  with  the  State  in  developing  the 
Stue's  resources. 

I  In  Hddirinn  in  ihp  iipriatR^  nnri  r.mi<tmnt  nnied  above   ayencift^  have  pmvidgri 

eorreerion^  tn  informadon  preq-nlgd  in  the  DEIS  for  your  use  in  prgparinp  rhe  Final  ^^R  m 
accuraiqly  as  poahhle.  Please  read  their  letters  carefully,  and  incorponue  the  appropriaa 
corrections  in  the  EIS. 
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While  ttie  State  certainly  supports  development  of  this  natuial  gas  field,  we  must 
uphold  our  responsibilities  to  both  develop  the  State's  resources  in  a  timely  manner,  and  to 
develop  those  resources  in  an  environmentally-responsible  manner.  The  State  appreciates  your 
taldng  into  account  the  concerns  and  recommendations  outlined  in  diis  letter.  We  would  also 
like  to  point  out  that  the  last  sentence  of  the  flrst  full  paragraph  in  column  two  on  page  v  is 
incorrecL  The  State  of  Wyoming  has  no  land  use  plan. 

T^e  State  appreciates  the  notation  that  the  Wyoming  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation 
Commission  regulates  spacing. 

ITbe  Orrtcc  or  Federal  Land  Policy  will  need  sbc  copies  of  future  information  and 
documents  regarding  this  projea  for  disoibunon  to  affected  State  agencies.  Existing 
Memoranda  of  Understanding  and  other  working  agreements  with  individual  agencies  remain 
in  place  and  unaffected.  Position  and  policy  statements  will  be  forwarded  to  you  by  this 
Office. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  important  activi^.  If  I  can  be  of 
any  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Conrad  i\.  L^ 


Conrad  i\. 
Diiecior 


EndQaii«(4) 


7.2.87.2  Letter  87  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  BLM  believes  the  DEIS  adequately 
disclosed  the  nature  of  the  proposed  project  and  associated 
impacts.  Changes  have  been  made  in  this  FEIS  where  public 
comment  on  the  DEIS  revealed  a  need  and  the  BLM  concurred 
with  the  commentor. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  BLM  is  aware  of  the  recently 
proposed  coal  bed  methane  development;  however,  the  BLM 
believes  that  the  DEIS  adequately  accounts  for  these  new 
developments  as  reasonably  foreseeable  components  in  the 
cumulative  impact  assessment  (see  DEIS  Table  4.2,  footnote  12). 
In  the  event  coal  bed  methane  proposals  become  better  defined, 
the  BLM  would  initiate  appropriate  NfEPA  analyses  for  these 
projects,  and  when  appropriate,  the  cumulative  impact  analyses 
for  these  coal  bed  methane  proposals  would  include  impacts 
from  this  proposed  project. 

Comment  Response  4  -  As  stated  in  DEIS  Section  4.1.3.1,  no 
coal  mining  occurs  in  the  CD/WIIPA  and  it  is  unlikely  that 
mining  in  the  area  would  occur  during  the  LOP.  Where  coal 
mining  occurs  within  the  cumulative  impact  assessment  areas  for 
this  project,  firm  future  coal  mining  actions  are  included  in  the 
impact  assessments  (see  DEIS  Table  4.2,  footnote  9).  Coal  mine 
emission  sources  and  their  effects  on  AQRVs  were  included  in 
the  far-field  air  quality  impact  assessment  (BLM  1999b, 
Appendix  A,  Table  A-2). 


Comment  Response  5 
FEIS. 


Please  refer  to  Section  7.2.90  in  this 


Comment  Response  6  -  Please  refer  to  Section  7.2.91  in  this 
FEIS. 

Comment  Response  7  -  Sage  grouse  leks  and  associated  probable 
nesting  habitat  are  now  included  as  SRAs.  Moimtain  plover 
habitats  would  be  protected  as  indicated  in  DEIS 
Section  E-5.2.6.3.  The  BLM  will  coordinate  closely  with  the 
WGFD  to  ensure  appropriate  wildlife  protection. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  BLM  did  not  mean  to  imply  that 
reclamation  requirements  would  be  disregarded  should  potential 
drainage  issues  arise.  Rather,  some  of  the  requirements  for  the 
ceiling  on  acres  of  disturbed  lands  under  Alternatives  A  and  B 
may  be  temporarily  suspended.  In  the  event  that  disturbance 
acreage  ceilings  are  exceeded  due  to  drainage  drilling,  the  BLM 
would  require  reclamation  to  proceed  as  soon  as  possible  to 
bring  these  areas  into  compliance.  The  BLM  remains  committed 
to  adequate  reclamation  of  all  disturbed  lands  under  its 
jiuTs  diction. 

Comment  Response  9  -  The  BLM  will  continue  to  work  with  the 
State  of  Wyoming  in  development  of  minerals  on  joint  estate 
lands.  We  did  not  mean  to  imply  otherwise. 
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Comment  Response  10  -  Please  refer  to  FEIS  Sections  7.2.88 
through  7.2.91,  for  responses  to  other  state  agency  concerns. 

Comment  Response  11  -  Since  no  other  formal  state  planning 
document  is  available,  the  BLM  has  considered  the  State  of 
Wyoming  Land  Use  Flan  (Wyommg  State  Land  Commission 
1979)  as  the  State  of  Wyoming's  formal  planning  document. 
Please  let  us  know  if  you  would  prefer  that  we  not  use  this 
document  for  future  NEPA  analyses. 

Comment  Response  12  -  Six  copies  of  the  FEIS  will  be  provided 
to  your  office. 
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are  added,  this  wouJd  increase  the  diaturtiantc  urea  loa  to  45,000  acres.  We  believe  this  level  of 
disturbance  has  the  potentiul  to  signiflciinlly  impact  wildlife  resources  in  this  area. 


Specific  comments: 

Sec  2.2  We  arc  concerned  that  the  Bureau  did  not  include  sage  grouse  leks  and  associated 

oestiog  habitats  in  definiiionii  of  "seasitive  resources"  Chat  would  receive  additionaJ 
protection  and  mitigation  in  both  Alternative  A  and  Altemadve  B.  Iticluding  mptor 
nesting  concentration  areas  and  big  game  crucial  winter  ranges  in  the  Sensitive 
Resotjrce  Areas  are  cenainly  Qppropnaie,  but  we  fail  to  see  how  sage  ^use  leiu  and 
nesting  complexes  could  be  perceived  to  be  less  sensitive  to  gas  exploniiioti  and 
development  activities  than  these  other  wildlife  resources.  Observadoiu  in  nod  near 
the  project  area  have  demonstrated  that  sage  grouse  leks  are  sensitive  to  development 
Results  of  the  first  year  of  the  Wyoming  Cooperative  Fish  and  Wildlife  Research  Unit 
study  on  eRecB  of  gas  development  on  sage  grouse  (Lyon  and  Anderson,  1999) 
document  thai  even  minor  gas  development  has  a  significant  e^ect  on  nest  site 
selecuon  by  sage  grouse  hens,  with  14  of  19  hem  from  leks  disturbed  by  gas 
development  activities  nesting  outside  the  normal  2-mile  buffer  around  their  lelc  of 
capture,  compared  to  I  of  9  twns  from  undisturbed  leks  that  nested  outside  the  2-mile 
bufTer.  We  rT»:ommend  tJial  either  sage  grouse  leks  and  the  appropriue  nesting  buffer 
be  included  in  ttie  Sensitive  Resource  Areas  for  these  two  alternatives,  or  that 
additional  alternatives  be  developed  and  analyzed  that  would  afford  the  same 
mitigation  and  reclamation  protections  to  these  sensitive  wildlife  habitats. 

Sec  2.2  Tiiis  Draft  goes  to  great  lengtiis  to  explain  the  problems  posed  by  the 

checkerboard  land  ownership  on  development  and  drainage  of  firderal  ga5  reserves, 
icdicatiag  that  the  potential  of  drainage  to  wells  on  private  and  State  lands  and  the 
subsequent  losses  of  revenue  would  eventually  force  development  on  Che  federal 
lands.  In  the  Gnal  sentence  of  this  paragraph,  the  Bureau  notes  that  ali  of  the 
reclamation  requiremenls  thai  make  t^  the  con  of  Alternative  A  would  be 
ctisrcgonled  if  necessary  to  protea  federal  gas  reserves  from  drainage.  Since  the 
problem  of  drainage  to  private  and  State  lease  wells  is  expected  to  occur  throughout 
nearly  all  of  the  project  area,  and  this  threat  is  adequate  to  disregard  Che  recloniatioQ 
protections  of  Alternatives  A  und  B.  it  is  unclear  what  real  alternative  is  being 
presented.  Additional  reclamation  protections  would  exist  on  paper,  but  in  reality,  the 
Bureau  would  set  these  protections  aside  whenever  a  well  is  developed  or  piamied  on 
any  a4jacenl  State  or  private  lease.  Since  development  it  expected  to  occur  al  2-8 
wells  per  section  on  Che  private  and  State  leases  witiiin  the  project  area,  h  ts  not 
appaiwii  where  the  additional  pnncctions  would  occur. 

Sec  2.3        See  previous  comment  for  section  2-2. 
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Wyoming  State  Clearinghouse 
Otfice  of  Federal  Land  Policy 
ATTN:  Julie  Hamilton 
Herschler  Building,  3SW 
Cheyenne,  WY  82002 

Dear  Ms.  Hamilton: 

The  staff  of  the  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  Dcpartmeni  hos  reviewed  the  Drafl 
Environmental  Impact  Sialemenl  for  the  Conlinailal  Divide/Wamsutier  II  Natural  Gas  Project  on 
the  Rawlins  and  Rock  Springs  Field  OfTices.  We  offer  the  following  comments. 

Terrestrial  Conilderat<QPj: 

We  agree  with  liw  document's  conclusion  that  significant  iirqsacts  from  indirect 
disturbance  to  big  gome  and  raptors  will  occur.  Aa  such,  of  the  alternatives  provided,  wc  support 
an  alttmadve  which  provides  for  the  greattst  protection  of  Sensitive  Resource  Areas. 

Opeiaiors  propoae  to  drill  and  develop  approxiihately  3,000  well  locationa  on  federal. 
State  and  private  lands,  beginning  in  1999  and  continuing  for  10-20  years-  The  project  Ufe  is 
^■miff^  to  be  30-50  yean  and  wtHild  result  in  an  additional  1,500  miles  of  new  loeds  and 
various  related  facilities.  There  are  currently  about  845  wells  producing  or  pemiitiEd  in  the  area, 
125  more  wells  (17%  increase)  than  vKre  completed  wben  we  commenfied  on  the  last  scoping 
document  in  iune  1997.  The  document  estimates  n  maximum  direct  suifiKe  disturbance  of  97 
•cies  per  section,  assuming  8  vrails  per  section.  Using  the  Buxeau  estimate  for  the  maxiinum  loss 
of  97  acres  per  section,  this  would  mean  thai  an  overage  of  12  acres  will  be  dlstmbed  per 
location.  This  atone  would  result  io  impacts  to  36.000  acres;  if  the  750  wdts  already  qiproved 
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Sec  2-4  This  section  iternles  the  philosophy  thai  appears  to  be  driving  this  entire  project. 

Chat  the  possibility  of  dmina^ie  of  the  federal  gaa  reserves  "Svould  not  be  in  die 
public's  best  interest  due  to  toss  of  royalties."  While  the  loss  of  royalties  is  certainly 
a  nes^tive  and  undesirable  impact,  we  question  whether  that  resource  olooe  defines 
the  public's  "best  interests."  The  Amencon  public  has  sacrificed  their  mineral 
royalties  to  protect  other  resources  in  nmianal  purlcs.  wilderness  areas,  reoteational 
areas,  wildlife  refuges,  and  even  Bureau  Wtldemes:i  Study  Areas.  Tlie  Bureau's 
Resource  Management  Plan  for  this  area  dirccls  the  Burrau  to  manage  for  multiple 
resources.  We  recommend  the  Bureau  ^olyzc  at  least  one  alternative  where  other 
resources  vnthin  this  project  area  arc  balanced  against  the  threat  of  loss  of  federal 
royalties.  An  example  would  be  lo  re-evaluate  Altenwtive  A  without  the  last  sentence 
of  paragraph  5  of  section  2.2. 

Sec  2.6.6        Repealed  noises  from  compressors  on  prtxJuctJon  facilities  have  been  implicated  in 
the  abandonment  of  at  least  two  leks  within  the  project  area,  and  this  issue  was 
mentioned  dtuint*  the  scoping  ^RDcess.  We  recommend  the  project-wide  development 
specifications  include  criteria  for  muffling  these  compressors  to  prevent  similar 
impacts  in  the  future.  To  prevent  compressor  noises  from  interferiog  with  sage 
grouse  meting  calls,  mufflers  tieed  to  be  eifective  enough  to  eliminate  compressor 
sounds  at  1/4  mile,  or  at  a  minimum.  40  dBA  during  conditions  with  cold,  dense, 
calm  air. 

Sec  2.6.S         It  is  unclear  why  the  Bureau  chose  lo  minimize  ocreoges  expected  to  be  lost  to 
ancillary  &cilities  lo  just  100  acres  Tor  arutlysis  purposes,  when  the  actual  acreage 
expected  to  be  lost  is  144  acres.  This  reduces  the  apparent  impacts  of  these  facilities 
by  30  percent,  which  appean  (o  be  signii'iconL  If  it  was  absoiutoly  necessary  to  round 
off  the  144acrefigure,  an  estimate  of  ISO  acres  wnuld  appear  to  be  more 
representative  of  expected  dcveiopmenL 

Sec  2.6.13.7    Since  compressors  are  not  technically  "motorized",  we  recommend  this  MCtion 
include  the  requirement  that  compressors  be  muffled. 

Sec  2.6.13.9   Mitigation  measure  13  appean  to  state  the  siandard  mitigation  measure  for 

activities  within  the  two-mile  bufEier  around  sage  grouse  leks  during  the  breeding  and 
nesting  season,  but  has  been  reworded  in  a  fashion  that  removes  much  of  the 
protection  of  that  mitigation.  Applying  the  mingotioo  only  on  ''suitable  sage  grtniae 
nesting  habitar  is  perfectly  adequate  for  protecting  nests,  but  does  nothing  to  protect 
the  strutting  activities  that  allow  the  nesting  to  occur,  Ai  worded  in  this  section, 
drilling  activities  could  occur  immediately  adjacent  to  a  lek  (hiring  the  peak  of  the 
Struoing  period  if  the  welt  pad  happened  to  lie  in  habitats  not  suitable  for  sage  grouse 
nesting.  We  strongly  recommend  this  mitigation  measure  be  reworded  to  aceunOely 
reflect  the  intent  of  the  statewide  pruteciivc  stipulation,  which  bars  any  development 
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activity  from  occurring  within  two  miles  of  a  lek  during  the  stnming  period  ( I  March 
-  20  May  in  the  Red  Desert).  Development  could  occur  in  habitats  unsuitable  for 
nesting  during  the  nesting  period  [2 1  May  -  30  June). 

Sec  2.6.13.9   The  miti|jation  measures  identified  in  this  section  appear  to  address  most  of  the 
wildlife  concerns  nssocialcd  with  this  projccu  with  a  few  exceptions: 

Mitigation  measure  1 5  does  not  address  a  pocentiB]  hazard  to  mountain  plovers  that  is 
posed  by  a  common  aas  field  development  action.  The  timing  of  plowing  and 
seeding  of  ayricultural  fields  hos  been  identified  as  a  major  hazard  to  motmiain  plover 
populations,  since  the  plowed  field  serves  as  a  sink  to  attract  ncstrng  plovers  who  then 
subsequently  lose  their  nest  and  any  offspring  to  seeding  activities  after  nesting  has 
occurred.  A  similar  process  occurs  in  these  gas  Fields,  although  on  a  smaller  scale.  It 
is  common  For  operators  to  prepare  a  well  pad  during  the  Ml  or  winter,  in  preparation 
of  drilling  the  site  after  big  game,  raptor,  or  sbbc  grouse  seasonal  restrictions  have 
passed.  This  provides  an  open,  ban:  2.6-acre  tlcld  during  tlie  plover  breeding  season 
that  could  attract  plovers  to  iicst  on  it.   I  fdrilling  activities  are  initiated  prior  to 
hatching,  the  nest  and  oFTspring  couid  be  lost.  Wc  recommend  that  nnitigation  treat 
these  prepared  well  pads  as  suitable  nesting  habitat  and  require  a  quick  survey  of  the 
pad  ares  prior  to  development  if  drilling  is  to  occur  during  the  plover  nesting  and 
incubation  period. 

There  is  nu  action  identified  to  mitigate  for  the  habitat  losses  that  arc  esipccted  to 
occur  during  the  life  of  this  project.  While  the  total  proportioo  of  the  project  area  is 
not  great,  loss  of  crucial  Habitats  could  still  have  proportionalely  gicar  impacts  on 
wildlife  populations.  We  recommend  some  means  of  miiigadog  the  actual  acres  of 
lost  habitat  be  included  in  diis  large,  long-lerm  project. 

Table  2.6  NOISE:  A.'i  mentioned  earlier,  the  breeding  activities  of  sage  grouse  are  probably 
equally  sensitive,  if  not  more  sensitive,  to  noises  than  those  for  raptors  or  the  stress 
levels  of  wintering  big  game.  We  reiterate  our  concern  that  sage  grouse  leks  and  their 
associated  buffers  should  be  included  in  the  Sensitive  Resource  Areas.  We  know  of 
no  research  indicatii^j  thai  reducing  noises  to  60  dBA  wilt  prevent  the  negative 
impacts  on  breeding  sage  grouse,  and  ogam  recommend  that  equipment  be  mufHed  to 
Induce  noises  so  thotdiey  an;  undetuctable  at  l/4-mi!c,  orot  amirumum,  40  dBA. 

I  Table  2.6  WILDLIFE:  We  do  not  regard  thcioss  of  1.066  acres  of  crucial  antelope  winterrange, 
37S  acres  of  crucial  mule  deer  winter  range,  nor  2H5  acres  of  elk  crucial  range  as 
inaignificant.  By  definition,  "crucial"  habitats  are  those  that  are  necessary  to  maintain 
the  associated  big  game  population.  If  these  habitats  were  "uisignificant",  tfaey  would 

I  not  be  identified  as  "crucial."  We  again  recommend  tiiat  on  adequate  means  of 
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This  fact  should  be  acknowledged  by  (he  document  and  appropriate  mitigation 

developed. 

The  Petition  cik  henj  is  stawd  to  l\ove  a  population  objective  of  200  (page  3-42). 
Tliis  objective  is  incorrect  since  the  Petition  Herd  is  currcndy  going  through  its  initial 
population  objective  setting  this  year.  It'approved  by  the  Commission,  the  objective 
will  be  250-350  unimais. 

Irapaci  to  crucial  winter  range  is  listed  as  the  only  important  fector  for  big  game. 
Although  big  game  populations  are  limited  by  winter  range,  other  minimum  limiting 
factors  could  influence  population  growth  rates,  especially  when  combined  with  an 
over-objective  feral  horse  population.  Again,  without  adequate  baseline  data  and 
continued  monitoring  of  big  game,  it  will  be  impossible  to  detect  changes  that  might 
result  trom  field  development. 

Sec  3.2.2.4  Saye  Grouse;  We  disaurec  that  only  1 8  ufthc  Icks  within  the  project  area  were  active 
in  1 995  or  1 996,  We  have  documented  at  least  20  active  Icks  in  that  portion  of  the 
project  area  north  of  1-80  alone.  This  would  not  include  any  of  the  new  leks 
discovered  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  project  area.  We  con  provide  a  more 
complete  summary  of  lek  activity  in  the  project  area. 

Sec  3.2.2.4  Sage  Grouse:  Tlie  draft  vastly  underestimates  the  amount  of  optimal  sage  grouse 
nesting  habitat  within  the  project  area.  The  document  states  diat  a  0JI5-mile  buffer 
around  each  lek  identifies  the  oplinial  nesting  liabttai,  but  published  research  has 
instead  ideniilied  a  two-mile  bulTer  around  each  Ick  as  containing  the  optimal  nesting 
habitat.  Rccenl  rcseareh  with  telemetered  hens  has  shown  that,  in  many  cases,  the 
twu-milc  butfer  dous  not  adequately  delineate  optimal  nesting  habitats,  and  that  it 
should  be  larger  than  two  miles.  In  either  case,  the  0.25-mile  buffer  employed  in  this 
document,  for  whatever  reason,  underestimates  (rue  optimal  nesting  habitat  by  at  least 
a  factor  of  64.  A  quick  look  at  ilic  iwo-mile  buffers  shown  in  Map  3.13  shows  that  at 
least  40  percent  of  the  project  area  is  optimal  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat,  not  the  0.7 
percent  claimed  in  the  DrafL 

I  Map3.I3         This  map  of  sage  grouse  leks  is  missing  the  Corrallek,  discovered  in  199881 

NESE  22  T2 1 NR94W  and  used  iigiiin  by  grouse  in  1999.  We  hove  no  reconls  of  any 
sage  grouse  leks  in  the  Nli  quancr  ofT22N  R98W,  and  suspect  this  may  be  a 

I  typographic  error. 

Sec  3.2.2.5       White-faced  ibis  have  been  observed  and  recorded  near  Wamsutter  and  Battle 

Springs  Fliit  within  the  project  arts,  and  should  be  included  here,  as  well  u  in  Table 

D-2.4. 
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mitigating  these  significant  impacts  be  included  in  the  proposed  action  and  all 
alternatives. 

We  disagree  with  the  conclusion  that  the  expected  loss  of  sage  grouse  nesting 
habitat  will  not  be  significant.  Based  upon  the  research  presented  in  Lyon  and 
Anderson  {1999),  the  expected  loss  of  nesting  habitat  will  be  extensive  and 
significant  if  more  than  70  percent  of  the  sage  grouse  hens  abandon  tlieir  traditional 
nesting  habitats  within  two  miles  of  leks  disturbed  by  gas  activities,  then  most  of  the 
nesting  production  within  this  project  area  will  be  lost.  This  is  certainly  a  significant 
impact,  and  needs  to  be  mitigmed.  Reducing  this  significant  impact  would  require,  at 
a  minimum,  thai  sage  grouse  leks  and  associated  nesting  habitat  be  included  in  the 
Sensitive  Resource  Areas,  noise  ubatemeni  mitigations  be  eBirctive,  and  seasonal 
restrictions  be  applied  throughout  the  project. 

We  do  not  concur  that  implementation  of  the  small  Sensitive  Resotrn:e  Areas 
identified  tor  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  be  adequate  to  reduce  displacement  and 
stress  impacts  from  '^aignificanl"  in  the  proposed  action  to  ''insignificant*'  for  the  two 
alternatives.  While  somewhat  beneticial.  tite  identified  Sensitive  Resource  Areas  ore 
inadequate  to  address  all  important  wildlife  species  in  the  project  area,  especially  sage 
grouse.  In  addition,  the  caveu  chat  all  protections  would  be  disregarded  if  there  is  a 
threat  of  drainage  of  federal  gas  reserves  would  effectively  remove  all  mitigativa 
value  of  the  Sensitive  Resource  Areas,  even  for  the  species  whose  habitats  are  being 
protected.  This  is  cicariy  inappropriate. 

Sec  3.2.2.1,  Pronghom:  While  the  Bureau  and  the  Deportment  have  not  identified  any  specific 
problem  fences  within  the  Red  Desen  antelope  herd  unit,  resesrchen  from  Colorado 
State  University  identified  the  fences  of  the  Tiptoe  allotment  at  die  western  edge  of 
file  project  area  as  burners  to  antelope  movements  and  sounixs  of  mortality, 

I  Sec  3.2.2.1,  Mule  Deer  While  the  1*80  fences  may  be  the  only  fences  within  the  project  area 

that  impede  movements  ai  adult  mule  deer,  woven  wire  fences,  which  arc  common  in 
the  project  area,  con  and  do  impede  movements  of  fiiwns.  This  can  be  life-threatening 
in  pastures  without  reliable  water  sourt»a  in  the  stunmer.  or  during  eariy  Gdl  stonos 

I  when  bwrn  are  not  yet  grown  enough  to  jump  clear  of  the  wires. 


IRI  ^^^-^'^-1  ^^  Etisnotaccunile  to  stale  that  most  oftbe  habitat  in  the  project  area  is  "not 
1  suitable  elk  habitat."  It  is  only  accurate  to  state  that  it  is  '^moecupied  habiUL** 


17 


The  document  states  the  Bureau  anticipates  elk  wotild  be  diiplarrd  approximately 
1  mile  from  traffic  on  roads.  Under  this  assumption,  if  ttie  habitats  occupied  by  elk 
ore  developed  as  proposed  under  any  of  the  alternatives,  elk  will  be  eliminated  from 
the  entile  project  area.   No  habitat  would  be  more  than  \  mile  from  a  developed  road. 
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Sec  4. 1 . 1 .5       We  support  Bureau  eHbrts  to  riKltue  the  need  for  compressors  widiin  the  gas  field 
24 1  ^  installing  larger  pipelines.  While  these  efforts  are  directed  at  minimizing  nitrous 

*  Dxideemissions,  this  mitigation  would  have  the  added  benefit  of  reducing  noise 

impacts  on  smiiitng  sage  grouse. 

Sec  4.1 .8. 1       While  seasonal  restrictions  on  cunsuiiction  and  drilling  activities  will  partially 

midgoie  noise  impoos  on  strutting  sage  grouse,  there  ore  ccmcems  whether  two  miles 
are  adequate  for  drilling  noises  during  periods  ofcalm  with  cold  air,  which  is 
common  during  the  suntting  periods.  The  issue  of  noises  from  production  activities 
25  remains,  and  is  not  resuicted  to  the  two-mile  buffisr  The  specific  uncem  is  steady, 

repeated  loud  noises  trom  compressors.  We  recommend  requiring  effective  mufQers, 
or  installation  of  pipes  large  enough  that  compresson  are  no  longer  necessary. 
Without  these  mittguiions,  the  cumulative  impacts  to  sage  grouse  populations  across 
the  project  area  could  be  signiGcunL 

I  Sec  4.1  .S.2.     While  net  efTects  of  noise  would  be  less  under  this  alternative,  cumulative  negative 
effects  on  sage  gmuse  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  proposed  action,  since  s^e 


I  Sec  4.1 


28 


29 


grouse  leks  and  buMers  are  not  included  as  Sensitive  Resource  Areas. 

,8.3.  Willie  net  effects  of  noise  would  be  less  under  diis  alternative,  cumulative  negative 
effects  on  sage  grouse  would  be  similar  to  those  under  the  proposed  action,  since  sage 
grouse  leks  and  buf^iers  ore  not  included  as  Sensitive  Resource  Areas. 

.3  This  section  concludes  that  die  impacts  of  tiiis  project  on  big  game  would  be 

insignificanu  yet  Table  4, 1 0  shows  that  just  over  5  pereent  of  the  crucial  winter  range 
for  the  Red  Desert  antelope  herd  wtiuld  be  disturbed.  Since  crucial  winter  ranges  are 
the  most  limiting  habitats  for  herds  in  this  area,  (his  could  represent  a  five  percent  loss 
tn  the  number  of  antelope  thai  can  be  supported  in  this  herd  unit  With  an  objective 
of  t  S.OOO  antelope,  this  habitat  disiurbancc  could  represent  750  antelope,  which 
exceeds  the  entire  annual  harvest  from  this  herd  for  some  years.  These  tosses  would 
be  long  term,  and  would  result  in  loss  of  the  aimual.  harvestable  recruitment  from 
those  750  antelope  ax  welL  Given  the  high  demuid  for  hunting  licenses  in  these 
antelope  areas,  lliat  loss  of  lesource  and  recieaiiooal  use  con  hardly  be  called 
insignificant,  and  the  Bureau  should  cvsluite  moans  of  mitigatios  those  losses  of 
crucial  habitats. 

The  estimation  of  the  direct  lots  of  1 1,000  acres  of  sagebrush  drops  to  5.700  acres 
for  Life  Of  ProjecL  However,  it  may  take  25*30  years  for  the  sagebru^  to  tetom  to 
its  original  condition,  so  potentially  aJl  of  the  area  should  be  considered  lost  during 
that  time.  In  addition,  the  management  objectivei  flor  vegetation  listed  oo  page  4-40 
are  general  goals,  not  quamiliBble  objectives.  Witiutut  quantifiable  obfectivea,  the 
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attainmeW  of  the  goals  listed  in  this  diKumetii  are  determined  by  opinion  and 
judgment,  not  empincul  daui. 

We  largely  agree  with  [he  assessment  of  Indirect  Impacts  lo  Big  Game  on  pages  4- 
53  ID  4-55  of  the  document.  The  laet  that  tew  studies  have  been  made  of  effects  of 
roads  on  elk  in  open  habitat  is  acknowledged;  however,  we  request  that  the 
references  to  studies  made  relative  lo  oil  and  [jns  dcvctopmcni  impacts  also  identify 
the  habitat  type  within  which  Ihc  research  was  conducted. 

Impacts  to  nun^ome  and  small  mammals  ore  predicted  to  be  insignificatit.  Again, 
we  found  no  dam  to  support  this  claim,  or  listed  methodology  on  how  small  mammal 
impact  dcierminatioiis  would  be  made.  For  some  small  mammal  populations,  the 
document's  conclusions  may  be  incorrect.  The  edge  eifect  created  by  disturbance 
throughout  the  project  area  may  fuvor  5<ime  ground  squirrel  populations,  as  on 
eTiompjc.  Il  would  seem  that  without  any  dutu,  the  best  the  Bureau  could  do  is  siaie 
thai  the  impacts  to  small  munimul  aiid  nongame  populations  are  unknown. 

Tilt!  list  of  indiuutorspeciuH  i^i  primarily  potential  threatened  and  endangered 

species  {listed  or  putenliuJ).  which  include  only  a  small  portion  of  wildlife  found  in 
the  project  area.  Swift  fox  may  occur  in  the  project  area  since  this  is  thought  to  be 
tlistoric  range.  Swift  fox  sign  wa:!  tuund  near  Chain  of  Lakes,  and  there  was  a 
probable  sighting  near  the  northern  portion  of  the  project  area  in  1993.  We  did  not 
find  any  monitoring  criteria  for  swift  fox  listed. 

1.2  A  As  noted  above,  the  loss  of  more  than  five  percent  of  tiie  cmciai  winter  ranije  for 
the  Red  Desert  antelope  herd  would  be  a  significant  effect,  and  could  easily  prevent 
this  herd  from  attaining  population  "bjcctive. 

Sec  4.2.3.1     Additional  Potential  Bureau- Required  Mitigation:  This  section  coatains  a  long  list 
of  mitigation  efforts  directed  towards  minimizing  impacts  on  wildlife  resources.  We 
support  the  use  of  mitigation,  but  also  recognize  that  most  mitigation  is  not  required 
in  all  circumstances.  We  are  concerned  about  the  lack  of  comtnitmem  to  these 
mttigaiions  by  both  the  Bureau  and  the  operators,  the  lack  of  any  guidance  as  to  when 
these  mitigations  might  be  applied.  ;ind  the  possibility  of  them  being  totally  omitted. 
Nearly  all  employ  Ihc  terms  "tin;  Bureau  may  [empluiais  added]  require"  a  given 
mitigation.  The  analysis  appears  to  assume  that  these  mitigations  will  be  employed 
liberally,  resultint;  in  (he  uunclusiun  that  impucis  will  not  be  significant  II  is  unstated 
what  chieriB  will  be  used  to  determine  when  a  mitigahon  measure  will  be  employed. 
For  the  assurance  of  minimizing  impacts  to  wildlife,  we  would  prefer  that  these 
mitigation  measures  be  employed  uniformly  across  the  project  area  and  duration,  with 
provisions  and  criteria  for  exceptinti  these  measures  when  they  are  no  longer 
warranted,  or  the  resource  benefit  ceases  to  occur. 


Letter    88   -    Bill   Wichers,   Wyoming    Game   and   Fish 
Department,  Page  10 


Ms.  Julie  Hamilton 

Junell.  1999 

Page  10 -WER  7945.01 


I  Map  4.7.  This  map  of  sage  grouse  leiu«:  is  missing  the  Corral  lek,  discovered  in  1998  at 

NESE  22  T2IN  R94W  and  used  aguin  by  grouse  in  1999.  We  have  no  records  of  any 
sage  grouse  jeks  in  the  NE  quancr  orT22N  R98W.  and  suspect  this  may  be  a 
typogniphic  error. 

Sec  4.2.5.5      Wc  recommend  the  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  mountain  plover  include  the 
mitigation  of  checking  any  well  pad  tiiat  has  been  idled  during  the  plover  t»eeding 
and  nesting  period  for  presence  uf  plover  nests  prior  to  initiating  construction  or 
drilling  activities. 

Sec  D-1.0        The  prediction  that  tiie  wildlife  mitigation  plan  would  continue  for  a  "maxirauni 
of2l  years"  is  based  upon  the  e.xpected  rate  of  development  of  this  field.  If 
development  is  slowed  or  delayed,  which  could  easily  occur  based  upon  economics, 
wc  recommend  thut  this  mitigation  plan  continue  throughout  the  exploration  and 
development  phase  of  this  project,  without  an  artificial  termination  date.  We  also 
recommend  thut  the  process  cuntinue  throughout  the  life  of  the  prajecl,  to  both  guide 
reclamation  and  to  evaluate  effectivirness  or  impacts  uf  any  new  techniques  or 
technologies  lliat  may  ariMc  to  btn).st  tir  extend  field  production. 

Map  D-l.I,  Based  upon  recent  telemetry  wor^  with  sage  grouse  hens,  parriculariy  associated 
with  gas  development  in  the  Pineduie  area  (Lyon  and  Anderson  1999),  the  iwo-mile 
buffer  around  the  project  area  is  probably  not  adequate. 

Table  D-2.1.  Based  upon  recunt  telemetry  wnrlt  with  sage  grouse  hens,  porticularly  associated 
with  gas  development  in  [he  Pincdale  area  (Lyon  and  Anderaon  1999).  the  two-mile 
buffer  around  the  project  art:a  is  probably  not  adequate.  We  recommend  lelc  surveys 
be  conducted  following  standardized  guidelines  for  procedures  and  conditions. 

Table  0-2.2.    It  states  in  this  table  that  openiiur  assistance  for  other  studies  would  not  exceed 
S5.000  for  any  one  year.  This  appears  to  be  an  inappropriate  item  for  a  National 
Environtnenial  Policy  Act  document.  From  on  implementation  standpoint,  it  also 
appears  inappropriate.  Just  as  it  is  not  in  die  Bureau's  sphere  of  influence  to  require 
companies  to  spend  a  certain  amount  a  year,  it  would  seem  equally  inappropriate  to 
limit  the  amuunl  a  company  could  spend.  We  are  concerned  that  this  limit  may 
encourage  extensive  impacLs  with  only  o  limited  responsibility  for  dealing  with  those 
impact:). 
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I  Tabic  D-2.3 .    We  recommend  the  Proicclion  Measure  for  mountain  plover  nest/brood  avoidajicc 
46 1  ^  expanded  to  include  well  pads  ilut  have  been  idle  duhnu  the  breeding  and  nesting 

I  period. 
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I  Sec  4.23.1      Cumulative  Impacts'  We  concur  with  the  conclusion  here  that  impacts  to  the  Red 
Desert  antelope  herd  are  "anticipotcd  to  be  signiScanL"  This  statement  disagrees 
with  statements  made  earlier  in  the  document  tliat  impacts  to  big  game  would  not  be 

1  siuniricani. 

Sec  4.2.3.2      None  of  the  mitigation  mca-sun:;;  in  this  proposal  have  addressed  impacts  of 
powerlines  on  sage  groasc.  both  on  lek  attcnduncu  and  on  fragmentation  of 
nesting/Vood-reoring  hubiiais.  Pluccmeni  of  powerpolcs  has  been  documented  as 
displacing  leks  by  I  kilometer,  or  causing  lek  sites  to  be  abandoned.  Sage  grouse 
apparently  perceive  tbe  poles  as  predator  pcrebes.  whether  raptor-inhibitor  devices  are 
in  place  or  not.  We  recommend  any  powcrline  associated  with  this  project  should 
avoid  ieks  by  ai  least  I  kilometer.  To  minimize  habitat  loss  due  to  avoidance  of  the 
poles,  wc  recommend  tliat  powerlines  follow  existing  corridors  as  much  as  possible. 

I  Sec  4.2  J.2  Tlie  displacement  of  nesting  sage  grouse  hens  away  from  leks  disturbed  by  gas 
development  activities  v^erc  existing  oil  and  gas  stipulations  were  employed  was 
documented  near  Pinedale  by  Lyon  and  AxKlerson  (1999)  and  indicates  that  these 

I  stipulations  are  probably  not  always  adequate. 

Sec  4.13.2      Applicant  Committed  Measures:  As  mentioned  earlia,  Oie  miligation  of  not 

permiuing  construction  activities  within  two  miles  of  a  leic  during  tbe  breeding  season 
needs  to  be  applied  to  alt  lands  within  that  two*mile  radius,  not  just  on  suitable  sage 
grouse  nesting  habitaL  Only  alW  breeding  activities  have  censed,  and  just  the  nests 
themselves  are  uf  concent,  docs  it  matter  w^at  habitat  type  Che  disturiiance  will  occur 


Sec  4.2.3.2       Additional  Potential  Bureau-Required  Mitigation:  See  comment  for  Additional 
Potential  BLM-Requircd  Mitigation  for  Section  4.2.3.1. 

Sec  4.2.3.2       Cumulative  impacts:  This  paragmph  states  that  "No  new  surface  disturbance 
would  occur  within  potential  sage  grouse  breeding  habitat,"  but  roughly  half  of  this 
habitat  would  be  expected  to  be  on  private  or  state  lands,  which  receive  no  protection 
from  the  Bureau  stipulations.  Bureau  autboiimtioo  of  this  project  will  aeceloate  and 
facilitate  development  of  lea.ies  on  those  private  aiul  Stole  lands.  Impacts  to  sage 
grouse  breeding  ureas  on  privoie  and  State  lands  will  largely  be  a  resuh  of  this  federal 
action,  since  tbe  economic  viability  of  developing  wells  an  those  lands  will  depend  on 
the  proximity  to  pipelines,  roads,  and  ancillary  facilities  that  ore  approved  via  this 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  With  no  protection  afforded  to  those  breeding 
veas  on  private  aiKl  Stole  lands,  impacts  &t)m  field  development  would  be  Qxpectsd 
to  be  quite  severe,  approaching  half  of  the  lesidcct  sage  grouse  populatton. 
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Table  D-2.5.    White-fece  ibis  have  been  observed  and  documented  in  the  project  area  near 
Womsutter  and  also  near  Battle  Springs  Plat. 


I  Sec  D-22.2.3.  Well  pads  tliat  have  been  idle  during  the  breeding  and  nesting  period  should  be 
4o  I  treated  as  suitable  nesting  habitat  for  mountain  plovers  and  should  undergo  clearance 

surveys  prior  to  construction  activities. 
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Sec  D-2.2.3     We  recommend  aerial  sage  grouse  lek  surveys  be  conducted  with  fixed  wing 
aircraft,  rather  than  rotary,  and  at  above  ground  heights  of  150-300  feet. 


I  Map  D-2J.      Tliis  map  of  sage  grouse  leks  is  missing  the  Corral  lek,  discovered  in  I99S  at 
NESE  22  T21N  R94W  and  used  again  by  grouse  in  1999.  We  have  no  records  of  any 
sage  grouse  leks  in  the  NE  quarter  of  T22N  R98  W. 

Sec  D-2.2.5.     See  comments  for  Table  D-2.2  above. 


Sec  D-2.3.3     As  mentioned  earlier,  the  mitigation  measure  for  sage  grouse  leks  appears  to  store 
tbe  standard  mitigation  measure  for  activities  within  the  two-mile  buftsr  around  sage 
grouse  leks  during  the  breeding  und  nesting  season,  but  has  been  reworded  in  a 
fashion  that  removes  half  the  protection  of  that  mitigation.  Applying  the  mitigation 
only  on  "suitable  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat"  is  perfectly  adequate  for  jxDtecting 
nests,  bm  does  nothing  lo  protect  the  strutting  activities  That  allow  the  nesdng  to 
occur.  We  strongly  recommend  this  mitigation  measure  be  reworded  to  accurately 
reflect  the  intent  of  the  statewide  pnitecdve  stipulation,  which  bars  any  development 
activity  from  occurring  within  two  miles  of  a  lek  during  the  strutting  period  (I  March 
•  20  May  in  the  Red  Desert).  Allowing  development  to  occur  in  h^iUits  unsuitable 
for  nesting  during  the  nesting-only  period  (21  May  -  30  June)  would  still  be  a 
reasonable  mitigation. 
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I  Sec  E-5.2.5.2  Obscrvaiions  of  loggeriiead  shrikes  during  the  nesting  season  suggest  this  species 
is  able  to  use  tnll  stands  of  Basin  sagebrush  for  nesting  habitat.  This  increases  the 
expected  Impact  of  this  project  on  nesting  habitat  tor  this  qxcies. 
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Sec  E-S.2.S3,  StorKis  of  toU  Basin  sogebrush  should  be  included  in  surveys  for  loggerhead 
shrike  nests  prior  tu  disturbance. 

Sec  £-5.2.6.3  As  noted  earlier,  we  ret:ommend  that  undrilled  well  pads  that  have  been  Idle 

dunng  the  breeding  and  nesting  period  be  treated  m  potential  nesting  habitat  to  be 
surveyed  for  rrrauntoin  plover  nests  or  broods. 


^:i^>^i^^g«l^^«^J-I^«^.»■^JTOJJ.; 
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MonimriiiB  Plan  commenis 
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In  Appendix  D,  the  Wildlife  Monitoring  Plan  does  not  have  staiistically  valid  sampling 
criteria,  especially  since  some  populations  are  measured  only  in  5-year  intervals-  The  fewer  the 
aarapiing  units,  or  occiasioiis.  the  lesser  the  chiince  :i  difl'erencc  can  be  delected  stutistically 
(Pecerman  1990,  GeriDdettc  1987).  This  plan  probably  will  not  detect  a  change  to  any  wildlife 
populadon  imiil  the  project  is  complete.  We  should  be  attempting  to  statistically  detect  with 
"high  power"  (Petennan  1990)  thai  gas  field  development  does  not  have  a  delriracntal  effect  on 
wildlife  populations,  in  addition,  there  is  no  mention  of  dau  analysis  or  slatistical  tests  that  will 
be  tised  to  determine  if  a  specific  wildlife  population  is  affected-  The  monitoring  plan  has  been, 
and  continues  to  be,  a  large  point  ofconiention. 

We  are  deeply  concerned  that  the  proposed  monitoring  has  not  heen  designed  in  a  way  to 
scientificaJly  delect  changes  in  wildli  fe  populations.  We  are  also  concerned  the  Bureau  will  not. 
under  current  manpower  restraints,  be  able  lo  fulfill  their  commitment  to  this  monitoring  plan. 
The  Department  was  asked  lo  be  a  larscr  participant  in  this  monitoring  plan,  biit  we  do  not 
believe  wc  can  accomplish  Che  additional  tasks  without  compromising  our  existing  woridoad. 

We  want  to  be  clear  that  we  believe  the  monitoring  plan  is  a  very  importimt  aspect  of  the 
Drafl.  Environmental  Impact  Slatcmenl  and  this  project.  We  realize  many  of  the  Issues  raised  in 
regards  to  wildlife  impacts  are  not  bucked  by  dij^niiive  studies.  For  this  reason,  the  monitoring 
programs  will  provide  the  majority  of  data  to  measure  impacts  to  wildlife,  Monitoring  must  be 
adequate  to  determine  the  oiu-se  and  efTecl  nilulionships  bciwei;n  gas  field  development  and 
wildlife.  If  field  developmenl  docs  uausc  significant  impacts  lo  aome  species  of  wildlife,  vn 
need  to  be  able  to  react  to  those  impacts  in  a  timely  manner. 

I  In  particular,  we  request  that  the  sage  grouse  iek  monitoring  discussed  in  section  0-22.1 

paragraph  2  of  the  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  be  designed  according  to  the  standardized 
methodology  adopted  by  the  Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Technical  Committee.  These  data 
would  serve  to  monitor  population  levels  and  trends  on  impacted  areas  versus  undeveloped 
control  areas.  The  meihodoloay  is  available  fittm  the  DcpartmenL 
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We  believe  the  Bureau  iihould  require  scienliftcally  bucked  monitorintj  for  those  species 
ofwitdlife  of  greatest  concern.  There  also  needs  tobeacommiunentofadditiotuil  ruourcesto 
ensure  the  monitoring  is  done  in  a  timely  and  meaningful  manner.  Lastly,  the  Bureau  should  be 
willing  to  modify  operations  and  even  future  lease  stipulations  based  on  die  results  of 
monitoring.  The  Department  is  very  interested  in  developing  impact  levels  at  which  adequate 
modificalions  in  operations  should  occur. 


7.2.88.2  Letter  88  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 
Your  comments  emphasize  the  need  for  better  cooperation 
between  BLM  and  WGFD  diuring  preparation  of  future  NEPA 
documents  so  as  to  resolve  questions  such  as  you  have  brought 
up  prior  to  issuance  of  a  draft  document.  Please  be  assiu-ed  that 
the  BLM  will  continue  to  work  with  the  WGFD  during  the 
development  of  this  and  other  NEPA  analyses. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Diu^ing  preparation  of  the  DEIS,  BLM 
did  not  believe  that  sage  grouse  leks  required  inclusion  as  SRAs 
because  of  the  standard  protection  already  afforded  the  species 
imder  existing  stipulations.  However,  due  to  the  level  of 
comment  on  this  subject  diuing  DEIS  reviews,  we  have  now 
included  leks  and  their  2-mi  probable  nesting  buffers  as  SRAs. 
Text,  tables,  maps,  and  figures  have  been  modified  accordingly 
m  this  FEIS.  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  additional 
alternatives  analysis  is  necessary. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  only  thing  that  would  be  temporarily 
suspended  under  Alternatives  A  and  B  to  protect  federal  gas 
reserves  from  drainage  would  be  the  requirement  for  specified 
limits  on  disturbed  lands.  All  other  mitigation  requirements 
would  remain  in  place.  While  surface  disturbance  limitations 
may  be  temporarily  exceeded  due  to  drainage  drilling,  in  the 
event  this  does  occur,  the  BLM  would  require  Operators  to 
rectify  this  situation  as  soon  as  possible. 
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Aouatic  Considerations; 


I  It 

Eovitunn 
water  to  e 


should  be  noted  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statemeni  that  The  Departmeot  of 
Eavitonmental  Quality  has  proposed  to  change  the  classification  of  Biller  Creek  from  a  Class  4 
a  Class  2C  water. 


Thank  you  tbr  the  opportunity  lo  commenL 


Sincerely, 


BILL  WICHERS 
ni-:PUTY  DIRECTOR 


BWiTCas 
cc:        USFWS 


Comment  Response  3  -  The  BLM  manages  lands  under  its 
jiuisdiction  for  multiple  use;  however,  this  does  not  mean  that  all 
uses  receive  equal  consideration  on  all  lands.  Obviously,  we  have 
given  special  consideration  to  certain  lands— primarily  those  that 
have  special  environmental  values  such  as  wilderness  study  areas, 
crucial  winter  big  game  range,  sage  grouse  leks  and  nesting 
areas,  raptor  nests,  etc.  Recovering  oil  and  gas  resources  is  a 
legitimate,  and  in  fact  congressionally  mandated,  use  of  federal 
lands  and  contributes  to  environmental  quality  by  providing, 
especially  in  the  case  of  natural  gas,  a  clean  energy  soixrce.  The 
BLM  must  constantly  balance  the  various  uses  of  lands  imder  its 
management,  and  we  believe  that  the  development  plans  for  the 
CD/WIIPA  provide  for  oil  and  gas  recovery  as  well  as  for 
protection  of  environmental  values.  The  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  A  and  B  all  provide  for  environmental  protection  as 
well  as  oil  and  gas  resource  recovery,  but  to  various  degrees.  We 
see  no  reason  to  provide  an  alternative  that  further  increases  the 
possibility  of  loss  of  federal  royalties  (half  of  which  go  to  the 
State  of  Wyoming). 

Comment  Response  4  -  Compressor  stations  ciurently  operating 
within  the  CD/WIIPA  generate  an  average  noise  level  of 
39.5  dBA  at  0.25  mi  (see  DEIS  Figure  3.3). 

Comment  Response  5  -  The  figure  was  rounded  to  the  nearest 
100  acres,  not  in  an  attempt  to  minimize  surface  disturbance 
acreage  estimates.  Please  note  that  in  Table  2.1  of  the  DEIS  we 
have  roimded  all  of  the  disturbance  acreage  to  the  nearest  100 
acres.    Forty-four  acres  represents  approximately  0.2%  of  the 
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projected  new  disturbance  under  the  Proposed  Action,  and  its 
inclusion  would  not  notably  change  impact  analyses. 

Comment  Response  6  -  Compressors  are  considered  motorized 
and  would  be  muffled  and  maintained  to  reduce  noise  levels. 

Comment  Response  7  -  DEIS  Section  2.6.13.9,  item  13,  is 
designed  to  protect  probable  sage  grouse  nesting  areas.  Leks  are 
protected  under  item  12  in  the  same  section,  which  states, 
"Operators  would  not  conduct  surface-distiubing  activities  within 
0.25  mi  of  active  sage  grouse  leks."  This  is  essentially  a  "no 
surface  occupancy"  within  0.25  mi  of  an  active  lek  at  all  times, 
unless  a  suitable  plan  is  agreed  to  by  the  BLM.  No  construction 
or  drilling  would  be  authorized  by  the  BLM  within  0.25  mi  of  lek 
centers  at  any  time,  regardless  of  habitat.  In  addition,  leks  would 
be  monitored  to  determine  whether  project  activities  and 
associated  noise  may  be  affecting  lek  attendance. 

Comment  Response  8  -  Thank  you  for  pointing  out  the 
possibility  of  mountain  plover  nesting  on  well  pads  constructed 
prior  to  the  plover  nesting  season,  but  not  being  utilized  for 
project  activities  imtil  after  plover  nesting  is  underway.  To 
prevent  damage  to  nests  that  may  be  built  on  such  locations, 
additional  mitigations  for  mountain  plover  have  been  included  in 
this  FEIS  (see  Sections  2.6.13.9,  4.2.5.5,  D-2.2.2.3,  D-2.3.2.3, 
E-4.1,  and  E-5.2.6.3). 

Comment  Response  9  -  Some  wildlife  habitat  will  be  lost  both  in 
the  short-term  and  for  the  LOP  as  a  result  of  oil  and  gas 
development,  and  some  of  this  habitat  is  crucial  habitat.  There 
is  no  attempt  to  hide  this  fact  in  the  DEIS.  Such  losses  are  not 
permanent-the  proposed  project  has  a  definite  life,  after  which 
reclamation  and  natural  processes  are  likely  to  return  habitats  to 
their  previous  status.  Multiple  use  means  that  all  resource  users 
must  make  some  sacrifices  so  that  other  users  are 
accommodated.  Operators  would  be  required  to  accommodate 
wildlife  needs,  and  in  return  some  impacts  to  wildlife  would 
occur,  most  of  which  we  beUeve  would  be  insignificant.  Timely 
reclamation  would  result  in  habitat  replacement  within  a  few 
years  (grasses  and  forbs)  or,  with  shrubs,  over  a  more  extended 
period  of  time  (up  to  30  years).  In  addition,  imder  Alternatives 
A  and  B  some  existing  disturbance  would  likely  be  reclaimed. 

Comment  Response  10  -  BLM  anticipates  noise  levels  to  be  less 
than  60  dBA  at  0.25  mi  and  will  require  muffling  to  reduce  noise 
levels.  DEIS  Section  4.1.8.5  gives  the  BLM  the  option  to  require 
further  mitigation  for  noise  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  See  also 
Comment  Responses  1  and  4,  above. 

Comment  Response  11  -  The  BLM  does  not  agree  that  the 
anticipated  project-specific  loss  of  big  game  crucial  range  would 
be  significant.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  project  would  negate 
WGFD's  ability  to  achieve  population  objectives  for  the 
respective  antelope,  mule  deer,  or  elk  herds.  See  also  Comment 
Response  9,  above. 

Comment  Response  12  -  As  mentioned  in  Comment  Response  1 
above,  sage  grouse  leks  and  nesting  areas  are  now  included  in 
SRAs.  Also,  additional  measures  may  be  applied  during  wildlife 
monitoring  if  survey  results  indicate  that  they  are  necessary  to 
provide  further  protection  of  sage  grouse  nesting  areas.   While 


we  were  unable  to  locate  the  reference  Lyon  and  Anderson 
(1999)  (discussions  with  the  author.  Dr.  Stan  Anderson,  indicated 
no  such  report  existed),  we  have  reviewed  the  report  by  Lyon 
and  Anderson  (1998)  and  do  not  find  evidence  indicating 
"extensive"  or  "significant"  impacts  to  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat, 
although  we  do  not  rule  out  the  possibihty  that  additional  years 
of  study  may  reach  that  conclusion.  However,  based  on  your 
comments  and  those  of  others,  the  BLM  has  modified  the  impact 
assessment  conclusions  in  this  FEIS  to  indicate  that  significant 
impacts  to  sage  grouse  could  occur. 

Comment  Response  13  -  As  previously  mentioned,  sage  grouse 
leks  and  probable  nesting  areas  are  now  included  as  SRAs. 
Also,  all  mitigation  pertaining  to  sage  grouse  would  not  be 
disregarded  if  there  is  a  threat  of  drainage  of  federal  gas 
reserves-only  the  unreclaimed  disturbance  limits  would  be 
temporarily  suspended.  The  text  has  been  modified  in  this  FEIS 
to  better  explain  this  exception.  See  also  Comment  Response  2, 
above 

Comment  Response  14  -  Comment  noted;  however,  the  fence  in 
question  is  privately  owned  and  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
BLM. 

Comment  Response  15  -  Comment  noted,  and  the  text  in 
Section  3.2.2.1  has  been  modified  in  this  FEIS  to  reflect  the 
impacts  of  fences  to  mule  deer,  especially  fawns. 

Comment  Response  16  -  We  have  changed  "not  suitable  elk 
habitat"  to  "unoccupied"  in  the  text  of  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  17  -  The  displacement  of  elk  from  roads 
depends  upon  a  number  of  factors,  including  the  timing,  amoimt, 
and  type  of  traffic  and  siurounding  topography  (which  may 
mitigate  traffic  impacts  by  limiting  the  field  of  vision).  In 
addition,  development  may  not  occur  in  elk  habitat  to  the  same 
degree  that  it  occurs  elsewhere.  Additional  mitigation  has  been 
mentioned  in  DEIS  Section  4.2.3.1. 

Comment  Response  18  -  Comment  noted,  and  changes  have 
been  made  to  Section  3.2.2.1  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  19  -  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  crucial 
habitat  is  the  only  important  factor  affecting  big  game 
populations.  We  realize  that  two  very  important  factors 
regulating  big  game  herds  are  weather  and  hunting  regulations. 
Not  only  can  severe  cold  and  snow  affect  populations,  but  so  can 
periods  of  drought  and  other  extreme  or  imusual  climatic 
conditions.  Himting  may  also  affect  populations,  especially  if  a 
liberal  harvest  is  followed  by  a  severe  winter,  which  is  of  coiu-se 
impossible  to  predict. 

The  BLM  assumes  that  the  WGFD  will  continue  its  monitoring 
program  of  big  game  herds.  Monitoring  big  game  herds  is 
difficult  enough,  but  assessing  the  reason  for  year-to-year 
population  changes  is  virtually  impossible  in  the  short-term. 
However,  if  there  is  reasonable  evidence  from  monitoring  that  oil 
and  gas  development  may  be  having  a  serious  impact  on  big 
game  populations,  the  BLM  would  consider  additional 
mitigations  to  remedy  the  situation. 
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Comment  Response  20  -  We  have  updated  the  sage  grouse  lek 
information  in  this  FEIS  based  on  information  supplied  by 
WGFD. 

Comment  Response  21  -  The  BLM  agrees  and  the  DEIS 
indicates  that  a  2-mi  buffer  around  each  lek  be  considered  sage 
grouse  nesting  habitat,  and  as  stated  previously,  we  have  included 
these  areas  as  SRAs  (see  Comment  Response  1,  above).  The 
0.25-mi  buffer  around  leks  is  considered  optimal  breeding  (not 
nesting)  habitat.  We  also  concur  that  some  nesting  occurs 
outside  of  the  2-mi  radius;  however,  the  2-mi  radius  is  generally 
accepted  to  represent  the  area  that  contains  "most"  nesting  and 
that  is  why  we  have  used  it  in  this  dociunent.  The  text  has  been 
modified  to  reflect  this  change. 

Comment  Response  22  -  We  have  added  the  Corral  lek  to  Map 
3.13  in  this  FEIS.  The  BLM  does  have  a  record  of  the  lek  in  the 
NE  quarter  of  T22N,  R98W. 

Comment  Response  23  -  White-faced  ibis  have  been  added  to 
the  text  and  to  Table  D-2.4  and  deleted  from  Table  D-2.5  in  this 
FEIS. 

Comment  Response  24  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  25  -  It  is  anticipated  that  some  compression 
will  always  be  necessary.  Compressor  stations  would  be 
equipped  with  appropriate  equipment  to  muffle  noise  (see 
Comment  Response  6,  above).  If  monitoring  indicates  that 
significant  impacts  to  sage  grouse  are  occurring  during  strutting 
additional  mitigations  may  be  required. 

Comment  Response  26  -  Sage  grouse  leks  and  a  2-mi  buffer  have 
been  added  to  SRAs. 

Comment  Response  27  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  26, 
above. 

Comment  Response  28  -  DEIS  Table  4.10  discloses  an  estimated 
project-specific  534-acre  (0.2%)  LOP  reduction  in  crucial 
winter /yearlong  range  in  the  Red  Desert  antelope  herd  and  an 
initial  distiu-bance  of  1,032  acres  (0.4%)  of  such  range.  The 
BLM  does  not  consider  such  a  change  a  significant  impact.  The 
5.2%  reduction  in  such  habitat  includes  existing  disturbance  and 
potential  future  disturbance  within  the  GCIAA,  which  is  not 
project-related.  In  the  cumulative  impacts  section  for  big  game, 
this  5.2%  reduction  in  crucial  winter /yearlong  antelope  habitat 
for  the  Red  Desert  herd  is  considered  significant.  The  5%  drop 
in  the  Red  Desert  antelope  herd,  if  it  did  occur,  would  mean  a 
reduction  in  the  population  objective  from  15,000  to  14,250, 
which  may  not  even  be  a  measurable  change  given  the  precision 
of  current  population  estimation  techniques.  A  5%  reduction  in 
a  harvest  of  750  animals  would  result  in  a  harvest  of  712  animals. 
The  BLM  did  consider  the  5%  reduction  in  crucial  winter  range 
a  potentially  significant  cumulative  impact. 

Comment  Response  29  -  The  BLM  concurs  that  the  loss  of 
sagebrush  vegetation  could  continue  for  25-30  years  imtil 
sagebrush  returns  to  its  original  condition.  While  sagebrush 
habitat  would  be  lost  to  varying  degrees  during  this  time,  other 
vegetation-grasses    and    forbs—would    be    more    abundant. 


Although  grasses  and  forbs  are  not  a  substitute  for  sagebrush, 
they  would  provide  additional  forage  for  some  wildlife  species. 
Finally,  please  refer  to  the  Reclamation  Plan  (see  DEIS 
Appendix  A)  which  does  provide  for  quantifiable  revegetation 
objectives. 

Comment  Response  30  -  Because  the  DEIS  presents  only  the 
estimated  potential  displacement  distances  from  all  potentially 
affected  habitats,  the  BLM  believes  that  habitat  type  descriptions 
for  each  referenced  study  are  unnecessary.  All  references  are 
fiilly  cited  in  DEIS  Chapter  6.0. 

Comment  Response  31  -  Absolute  niunerical  changes  in 
populations  of  nongame  and  small  mammals  are  obviously 
impractical  to  make;  however,  since  no  more  than  3.2%  of  any 
habitat  type  would  be  disturbed  by  the  proposed  project,  the 
BLM  believes  it  is  logical  to  reach  the  conclusion  that  impacts  to 
these  species  would  not  be  significant. 

Comment  Response  32  -  Swift  fox  have  been  identified  as 
potentially  occiuring  in  the  CD/WIIPA  (see  DEIS  Section 
3.2.4.1),  and  protection  measures  are  identified  in  DEIS  Sections 
4.2.5.5,  D-2.3.2.5,  and  E-5.1.7.2. 

Comment  Response  33  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  28, 
above. 

Comment  Response  34  -  The  ROD  for  the  CD/WIIPA  will 
include  those  mitigation  measures  that  the  BLM  deems 
appropriate,  taking  into  consideration  comments  from  the 
WGFD  and  others.  Only  the  Operator-committed  mitigation 
measures  mentioned  in  the  DEIS  were  considered  to  be  applied 
when  making  impact  determinations.  Only  the  applicant- 
committed  practices  were  assumed  to  be  in  place.  Additional 
mitigation  measures  will  be  applied  only  if  the  BLM  determines 
them  to  be  necessary  and  justifiable  to  prevent  unnecessary  and 
undue  degradation. 

Comment  Response  35  -  The  determination  of  significance  due 
to  cumulative  impacts  does  not  disagree  with  the  determination 
of  no  significance  for  project-related  activities.  Please  refer  to 
Comment  Response  28,  above. 

Comment  Response  36  -  While  no  power  lines  are  proposed  for 
the  project,  appropriate  mitigation  for  sage  grouse  is  provided  in 
DEIS  Section  D-2.3.3  (0.6-mi  avoidance  area). 

Comment  Response  37  -  The  BLM  agrees  that  existing 
stipulations  are  probably  not  always  adequate  to  protect  all 
nesting  sage  grouse;  however,  we  believe  that  at  present  they 
represent  reasonable  sage  grouse  nest  protection.  We  do  not 
agree  that  the  recent  study  (Lyon  and  Anderson  1998)  proves 
anything  conclusively,  since  there  is  relatively  little  data  on  which 
to  base  sweeping  conclusions.  Please  also  refer  to  Comment 
Response  7,  above. 

Comment  Response  38  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  7, 
above.  At  this  time,  the  BLM  does  not  believe  it  is  necessary  to 
exclude  all  construction  and  drilling  activities  within  2.0  mi  of 
leks;  however,  these  areas  are  off  limits  to  development  during 
the  breeding  and  nesting  periods. 
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Comment  Response  39  -  It  is  assumed  that  development  on 
private  lands  would  occur  regardless  of  the  BLM's  decision  on 
the  proposed  project  (see  DEIS  Section  2.4).  The  BLM  concurs 
and  the  DEIS  indicates  that  where  applicant-committed  measures 
are  not  applied  on  non-federal  lands,  impacts  could  be  significant 
(see  DEIS  Chapter  4.0,  page  4-1,  paragraph  1). 

Comment  Response  40  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  22, 
above. 

Comment  Response  41  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  8, 
above. 

Comment  Response  42  -  Comment  noted.  The  BLM  may 
require  the  wildlife  plan  to  continue  beyond  the  21-year  period 
depending  upon  plan  effectiveness  as  determined  during  annual 
reviews. 

Comment  Response  43  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  37, 
above. 

Comment  Response  44  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  37, 
above.  Sage  grouse  lek  surveys  would  be  conducted  as  specified 
in  DEIS  Section  D-2.2.3. 

Comment  Response  45  -  The  Operator  obligation  of  no  more 
than  $5,000  per  year  is  an  applicant-committed  practice,  not  a 
decision  made  by  the  BLM.  Additional  Operator-provided 
monies  would  be  provided  for  aircraft  costs,  and  further  monies 
may  be  required  in  the  future  based  on  impacts  observed  during 
monitoring  and  associated  mitigation  responses.  Prior  to  the 
receipt  of  Operator  financial  commitments,  the  Cooperative 
Agreement  for  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  implementation  would  be 
finalized  by  participants. 

Comment  Response  46  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  8, 
above. 


Comment  Response  52  -  Yoiu-  comment  regarding  the  use  of  tall 
stands  of  basin  big  sagebrush  for  nesting  by  loggerhead  shrike  is 
noted. 

Comment  Response  53  -  Comment  noted.  Tall  stands  of  basin 
big  sagebrush  would  be  included  in  surveys  for  loggerhead  shrike. 

Comment  Response  54  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  8, 
above. 

Comment  Response  55  -  The  monitoring  program  is  just  that~a 
monitoring  program,  not  a  scientific  study  that  proposes  to  detect 
annual  changes  in  populations.  It  can  at  best  determine  possible 
long-term  trends  in  wildlife  populations.  However,  observations 
made  during  monitoring  may  lead  to  more  detailed  studies  of 
some  populations,  but  such  studies  are  not  identified  at  this  time 
(see  DEIS  Tables  D-2.2).  You  are  correct  in  assuming  that  no 
rigid  statistical  methods  are  being  proposed  in  the  current 
studies.  Scientific  studies,  if  deemed  appropriate  by  the  BLM, 
would  be  developed  in  cooperation  with  all  participating  parties. 

The  BLM  is  committed  to  implementing  its  responsibilities  in 
this  monitoring  program.  We  imderstand  that  WGFD  may  not 
be  able  to  participate  at  the  level  originally  contemplated  due  to 
prior  commitments.  The  BLM  agrees  with  WGFD  as  to  the 
importance  of  this  monitoring  program  and  the  role  it  would  play 
in  responding  to  potentially  adverse  effects  to  wildlife. 

Comment  Response  56  -  The  BLM  has  obtained  a  copy  of  Sage 
Grouse  Methodology  Committee  Report  on  Sage  Grouse 
Management  Practices  and  will  consider  their  recommendations 
when  finalizing  the  survey  techniques  to  be  used  in  monitoring 
studies  for  the  CD/WIIPA.  The  BLM  anticipates  that 
modifications  to  the  wildlife  plan  would  occur  over  time,  and  if 
appropriate,  sage  grouse  monitoring  protocol  may  be  modified 
to  more  closely  match  those  adopted  by  the  Western  States  Sage 
Grouse  Technical  Committee. 


Comment  Response  47  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  23, 
above. 

Comment  Response  48  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  8, 
above. 

Comment  Response  49  -  BLM  personnel  are  prohibited  from 
flying  in  fixed-wing  aircraft  below  500  ft.  Furthermore,  BLM 
personnel  are  aware  of  the  problems  associated  with  sage  grouse 
flushing  distances  from  helicopters;  however,  new  leks  have  been 
successfully  located  by  the  BLM  usmg  helicopter  surveys.  No 
text  changes  have  been  made. 

Comment  Response  50  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  22, 
above. 


Comment  Response  57  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  55, 
above.  The  BLM  would  like  to  meet  with  WGFD  to  acquire 
their  input  on  future  monitoring/scientific  studies  in  the 
CD/WIIPA.  It  is  quite  possible  that  additional  studies  would  be 
required  based  on  monitoring  results  and  that  Operators  would 
be  required  to  adhere  to  additional  measures  to  protect  wildlife 
resources  based  on  such  monitoring.  While  not  anticipated, 
existing  operations  and  leases  could  be  modified  with  Operator 
concurrence  regarding  proposed  changes.  Furthermore,  future 
leases  and  operations  may  include  additional  mitigation 
measures,  and  the  results  of  CD/WIIPA  studies  may  lead  to 
additional  restrictions  to  Operators  at  other  locations,  as  well  as 
to  lease  stipulations  in  other  areas. 

Comment  Response  58  -  Comment  noted. 


Comment  Response  51  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  7, 
above. 
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Letter    89    -    David 
Engineer's  Office 


S.    Benner,    State 


State  Engineer's  Office 

HuiChlcr  BoiWinj.  4-E        Cbeyome.  Wytminj  82002 

(307)  777-7354         PaX  (3071  777-S4S 1 

K9k8  i»miuc-»uilt.wy  w 


May   12,     1999 


Clare  Miller 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  WY   82301-2407 

RE:   Continental  Divide/Wamsuttcr  II  Natural  Gas  Project 
(State  ID  No.  97-lOSl 

Dear  Ms.  Miller: 

The  various  operators  of  Che  proposed  project  will  need  permits  for 
the  wells  chat  will  be  drilled.  If  you  or  any  of  the  operators 
should  have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  feel  free 
to  contact  our  Ground  Water  Section  at  the  number  listed  below. 

Sincerely, 

DAVID  S.  BENNER 

Safety  of  Danis  Engineer 


DSB/db 
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Letter  90  -  Lance  Cook,  Wyoming  State 
Geological  Survey 


WYOMING  STATE  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

?.0.  BOX  3001  •  UUlAMI£.WYOMINO  12071-3001 

301/7«-22l$  •  FAX307/766-M0J 

E-MAIU'  '*n%$(d**lf-^*rr9M'i  •WKB:  www.wl|;I^<Mto.uwya.«du 

STATE  GEOLOGOT-LtMet  Cook 


June  12,  1999 
aCEMORANDUM 

TO;  JuUe  Humlton,  Wyoming  State  ClaaringhouBc 

FROU:   Lance  Cook,  P.O.,  State  Geologiat 

SUBJECT:  ContiTienUd  Divide/Wunautter  n  Natural  Oas  Project  Draft 
EIS  (State  Identifier  »  97*105) 

Table  4.  IS  on  page  4-78  haa  several  assumptions  that  should  be  chanced  or 
updated.  The  first  assumptiaD  that  should  be  changed  Is  the  condeaaate 
production.  Table  4. 15  shows  s  varying  gas  u  condensate  ratia  of  3,000  to 
8,333  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  baii^i  of  condensate  and  sn  average  ratio  of  6,300 
cubic  feet  of  gas  per  barrel  of  condensate.  This  is  much  too  low.  If  the 
cumulative  gas  pnsduction  for  Siberia  Ridge,  Echo  Springs,  and  Wild  Rose 
fields  is  divided  by  the  cumulative  condensate  productton.  the  average  gas  to 
condensate  ratio  is  approximatciy  50,000  cubic  foot  of  gas  per  barrel  of 
condensate.  Cimiulative  condensate  producdon  should  be  closer  to  51  million 
barrclB.  That  productton  would  lower  gross  income  for  gaa  and  condensate  to 
about  $G  billion  rather  than  the  $14  billion  stated  on  page  4-79,  using  the 
prices  on  table  4.15. 

There  ia  no  mention  of  natunl  gas  liquids  on  Table  4.  IS.  These  liquids  have 
value  and  should  be  included.   Based  on  natural  gas  liquids  production  at  the 
Williams  Plant  or  Echo  Springs,  the  volume  of  gas  producdon  estimated  for  the 
life  of  ^hi«  project  would  yield  approximately  BO  million  barrels  of  natural  gaa 
liquids.  Piices  for  condensate  in  Tahle  4.  IS  are  too  high  and  will  contribute  to 
overstating  gross  income,  State  and  Local  Csxes,  and  Federal  royalty.  Using  an 
average  price  far  a  barrel  of  condensate  of  $30.37  hi  1999  is  probably  at  least 
$4.00  too  high.  The  gas  price  in  1999  is  also  high  ($0.10  or  more). 

Map  2.3  on  page  2-3  should  be  referenced  Oe  Bruin  snd  Boyd  (1991)  and  that 
reference  should  appear  in  the  Uat  of  referencas. 

This  proposed  project  has  potential  impaeta  to  the  areas  coal  mines  and 
M  J  current^  planed  CBM  activitiea.  The  area  is  located  Just  east  of  the  Blade  Buoe 
4  I  mine  axid  •oucheaat  of  the  Jim  Brldgsr  mine.  It  is  not  clear  how  the  proposed 

oil  ^■^'^  gas  development  would  impact  the  coal  minai  and  the  adjacent  Jim 
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7.2.89.2  Letter  89  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS.  The 
need  for  Operators  to  contact  the  State  Engineer's  Office 
regarding  groimd  water  utilization  (water  well  drilling)  is 
acknowledged  in  DEIS  Table  1.1  and  Section  2.6.13.6  (item  14). 


Letter  90  -  Lance  Cook,  Wyoming  State  Geological  Survey, 
Page  2 

Bridger  coal  fired  power  plant,  mainly  in  respect  to  air  quality  permits,  ssd 
particularly  under  the  new  proposed  Haze  rules.  Current^  the  Black  Butte 
mine  has  at  Least  6  pits  opcaed  and  on  standby,  hoping  for  an  improvement  in 
the  area's  coal  markets,  and  is  producing  in  3  other  pits. 

Coal  bed  methane  (CBU)  received  only  paaaing  comment  in  the  document  [page 
3-11).  This  is  understandable  in  view  of  the  time  the  EIS  was  begun  (1995). 
Little  CBM  activity  was  expected  in  the  area.  However,  due  to  a  spillover  fram 
CBM  activities  in  the  Powder  River  Basin,  several  companies  are  currently 
beginning  to  permit  CBM  exploration  holes  in  or  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
current  study  srea-  CBM  consultants  estimate  4  CBM  exploration  wells  wUl  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  1999  and  an  additional  SO  to  60  wells  are  on  the 
drawing  board  for  drilling  during  3000.  Hie  main  target  of  this  work  is  reported 
to  be  the  Almond  and  yoxinger  coals  in  the  area.    Due  to  the  recent  activity  in 
CBM  interest  since  the  end  of  1998,  the  issues  relating  to  this  potential  CBM 
development  may  need  revisiting  prfor  to  the  release  of  the  final  EIS. 

I  In  table  5-1  (Consultant  and  Preparer  liat]  Laura  Larsen's  last  name  should  be 
changed  to  Hallberg  for  current  correctness.  Gary  Olau  should  be  listed  as 
the  past  State  Geologist. 

On  page  3-17.  section  3.1.4.2,  there  are  a  few  updaies  that  are  needed. 
The  known  active  foult  system  ia  the  South  Granite  Mountain  fault 
■yatem,  not  the  North  Granite  Mountain  system.  The  Geological  Survey 
haa  recently  completed  a  detailed  sosmologicsl  chaimcterixatian  of  the 
area  for  the  Water  development  Commission.  A  copy  of  the  report  will  be 
supplied  upon  requesL  la  sddition,  landaUdes  have  been  mapped  in  the 
area.  They  are  shown  on  a  draft  copy  of  the  aurfidal  geology  map  of  the 
Red  Desert  Basin  1: 100,000-scaXe  quadrangle.  A  copy  of  the  map  will  be 
supplied  Upon  request 

If  there  are  questions  on  our  comments,  please  direct  them  to  the 
appropriate  geologist  on  niy  staff  or  to  me.  Rod  De  Bruin  can  address 
specific  otl  and  gaa  comments,  Bob  Lyman  is  our  coal  oxpert,  and  Jim 
Case  handles  landaUdes  and  worked  on  the  Uttle  Snake  prqject  for  the 
Water  Developmeat  Commitaion. 
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7.2.90.2  Letter  90  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Table  4.15  and  associated  text  have  been 
revised  in  this  FEIS  to  reflect  the  provided  gas  to  condensate 
ratio. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  gas  and  condensate  price 
information  provided  in  the  DEIS  were  approximations,  and 
while  the  prices  presented  may  be  high  for  1999,  no  changes  have 
been  made  since  these  prices  vary  widely  and  the  BLM 
anticipates  gas  and  condensate  prices  will  continue  to  escalate. 
The  information  provided  regarding  natural  gas  hquids 
production  is  included  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  3  -  Appropriate  changes  have  been  made  to 
Map  2.2  and  Chapter  6.0  of  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  4  -  Please  refer  to  Section  7.2.87.2, 
Comment  Response  4,  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  5  -  Please  refer  to  Section  7.2.87.2, 
Comment  Response  3,  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  6  -  Your  suggested  changes  have  been  made 
to  Table  5.1  in  this  FEIS. 


Comment  Response  7  -  The  name  of  the  fault  system  has  been 
changed  in  this  FEIS.  Furthermore,  we  have  reviewed  recent 
seismology  and  landslide  information  provided  by  your  office; 
however,  the  BLM  believes   no  changes  to  the  DEIS   are 

necessary. 
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Through: 


July  12.  1999 


Julie  Hamilton,  Wyoming  Office  of  Fcoeral  Land  Policy 


Mr.  Clare  MUler 

USDI-Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Rawlins  Field  Office 

P.O.  Box  2407 

Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 

Re:  Continental  Divide/Wamsutier  11  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Miller. 

1710  Air  Quality  Division  (AQD)  of  the  Wyoming  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
(WDEQ)  has  reviewed  tte  Draft  Environmentfll  Impact  Statement  and  Air  Quality  Technical 
Support  Document  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutier  D  Natural  Gas  Project.  Attached  you 
will  find  the  Dtvision'3  specific  comments. 

In  the  documents  the  Savage  Run  Wildemeai  Area  is  referred  to  as  a  PSD  Class  n  Area  which  is 
Lncontct.  The  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  defined  by  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Slandanls 
and  Regulations,  Section  24(c),  as  a  Class  I  area.  Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is 
not  a  Federally  designated  Class  I  Area,  through  the  State  Implementation  Plan  and  Wyoming 
Prevention  of  Significant  Detehoratioo  regulation,  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  legally 
required  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area.  The  Division  believes  ttiat  it  is  important  to 
disclose  the  difference  and  differentiate  between  a  Federally  designated  Class  I  Area  and  a  PSD 
Class  I  Area. 
•  The  Division  suggests  that  in  these  documents  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be 

referred  m  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area. 
■          The  Division  also  prxTposes  tiial  when  disousing  Air  Quality  Related  Values  (AQRVs), 
the  phrase  "PSD  Class  I  Area"  be  changed  to  "Federally  Designated  Class  t  Area",  the 
Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  "State  Defined  Class  I  Area",  and  the 
phrase  "PSD  Class  tl  Area"  be  changed  to  "Class  II  Arra".       


Letter   91    -    Darla   Potter,    Wyoming   Department 
Environmental  Quality/Air  Quality  Division,  Page  2 


of 


Clare  Miller,  BLM 
CondnenEil  Divide  DEIS 
Page2 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  your  anention  that  as  of  1 0/1 5/98  Section  8  of  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality 
Staodanls  and  Regulations  was  revised  to  be  consistent  with  the  FedenU  ozone  standards  (EPA 
prumulgated  a  revised  ambient  ozone  standard  on  7/1 8/97).  The  revision  eliminated  the  State's 
1-hour  ozone  standard  and  instituted  an  8-bour  ozone  standard  of  160  ug/mS- 

The  documents  disclose  that  the  Limits  of  Acceptable  Change  (LACs)  have  been  established  by  a 
US  Forest  Service  policy  for  evaluating  impacts  to  Air  Quality  Related  Values  in  Wtldemess 
Areas  but  &i]  to  mention  diat  the  LACs  are  not  regulatory  limits  or  standards.  Failure  to  disclose 
that  LACs  are  not  regulatory  limits  or  standards  may  lead  the  avenge  reader  into  believing  that 
an  air  quality  standonl  or  limit  is  being  violated  based  on  ±e  results  of  ^  visibility  impact 
analysis. 

The  Division  Snds  it  troubling  to  see  references  in  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document 
Volume  n  to  fte  use  of  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum  (S  WWYTAF)  inftumaiion 
and  modeling  techniques.  If  indeed  S  WWYTAF  tnibrmaiion  has  been  utilized,  it  is 
inappropriate  since  the  information  and  modeling  have  not  yet  been  finalized,  nor  has  WDEQ 
authorized  the  release  of  the  information  to  the  BLM  or  Earth  Tech  Inc.  for  use  in  the 
Contiaental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  EIS. 

The  Division's  comments  reflect  aevend  items  that  were  not  discussed  by  the  Air  Quality 
Stakeholders,  at  the  only  two  stakeholder  meetings  beld  in  1 997,  nor  specified  in  the  Final  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Protocol  dated  September  28, 199S.  The  Division's  belief  is  thai 
additional  Air  Quality  Stakeholder  meetings  should  have  been  utilized  to  discuss  modeling 
problems  and  changes  made  in  die  far-field  modeling  approach  prior  to  the  release  of  the  Draft 
EIS.  Additional  meetings  would  have  enabled  the  BLM  to  answer  some  questions,  that  will  now 
have  to  be  answered  through  the  public  comment  process,  and  may  have  alleviated  lome 
Stakeholder  concent!  about  the  modeling  activity  that  occurred  between  the  last  Stakeholder 
meeting  in  August  1997  and  the  Air  Quality  Impaa  Assessment  Briefing  in  February  1999. 

If  you  should  have  questions  regartling  the  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact  this  office. 


Sincerely, 


pcJLQ^fc) 


Darla  Poller 

Viafailicy,  Smoke  Mnagonent,  &  EIS  CoonlinMor 

Air  Quali^  Division 

cc:       Dan  Olson,  Administrator 

Bemie  Dailey,  NSR  Program  Manager 

Mary  Throne,  Senior  Asaiatant  Aooraey  Oeaeral 
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WDEQ  -  AQD  Comments 
June  24,  1999 


Clare  Miller,  BLM 
Continenctl  Divide  Project 
Pftgc3 

Commgnta  on  Dnin  Envtronmentol  Tmnnct  Statement 

Page  3-6,  Scetiaa  3.1.2, 2'^  Paragraph 

Ai  of  10/15/93  Section  S  of  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standarctsand  Rfguluions  wuravjsctj  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Federal  ozone  stundards  (EPA  promulgated  a  revised  ambient  ozone  standard  on 
7/1  S/97>,  Please  add  an  additional  sentence  to  the  end  of  ihij  paragnph  to  read 

"The  WDEQ-AQD  revised  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standardi  and  RegulBtioni  to  be 

consistent  with  the  reviled  Federal  oxone  imndani  on  10/15/98." 

Page  3^,  Section  2,IX  y*  Pamgrapb 

The  Savage  Run  Wildomess  Area  is  definec!  by  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations. 
Section  24<e),  as  a  Cius  I  area.  Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  not  a  Federally  designated 
Class  I  Area,  through  the  State  Implementation  Plan  and  Wyoming  Prevention  of  Significant 
Detenor2iion  regulation,  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Ares  is  legally  required  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD 
Class  1  Area-  The  Division  believes  that  it  is  important  to  disclose  the  difference  and  difTcr^tiate 
between  being  a  Federally  designated  Class  1  Area  and  i  PSD  Class  ]  Area.  The  Division  suggests  that 
in  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area  and  thai  the 
following  sentence  should  be  inserted  after  the  second  sentence. 

'Although  die  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Class  I 
area,  it  has  the  legal  requirement  to  be  managed  as  8  PSD  Class  I  area  through  the 
Wyoming  Air  Quality  Sundartls  and  Regulations." 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  the  document,  with  the  exception  of  the  air  quality  related 
value  impact  sections,  be  modified  to  reflect  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Ajea  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Arwi 
instead  of  a  PSD  Clatt  11  Area. 

[  Page  3-9,  Table  3.6 
As  of  10/15/98  Section  S  of  the  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations  was  revised  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Federal  ozone  standards  (EPA  promulgated  a  revised  ambient  ozone  standard  on 

I  7/1 8/97).  The  rwision  eliminated  the  State's  1-hour  ozone  standard  and  instituted  an  S-hour  ozone 

I  standard  of  160  ^g/m3. 

I  Face  4-13, 1"  CoIudb.  2"  Paragraph.  1"  Seatenee 
The  Air  Quality  Division  docs  not  examine  "project-wide"  (as  in  Continental  Divide/Waniautter  tl 
Natural  Gas  Project)  air  quality  impacts  on  permit  applications  submitftd  to  the  Division.  Please  reword 
this  sentence  to  read 
"^.examine  air  pollutant  emission  source  air  quality  impacts." 

Page  4-16, 1'  Colama,  Last  Paragraph 

The  Division  would  Mice  to  point  out  to  the  BLM  that  the  nujority  (Range  91 W  to  97W)  of  the  proposed 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  11  Natural  Gas  Project  lies  outside  of  the  BX^  Rock  Springs  District  and 
thus  is  outside  ofthe  existing  NO,  tracking  area.  At  present  the  Air  Quality  Division's  database  does  not 
include  all  ofthe  informaiion  necessary  to  institute  an  emissions  tracking  syatem  fbrthe  Contlneiual 
Divide/Wamsuner  II  Natural  Gas  Project  as  was  done  for  the  BLM  Rock  Spnngs  District. 
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WDEQ  -  AQD  Comments 
June  24, 1999 


Clare  Miller,  BLM 
Coniinonul  Divide  Project 
Pages 

Comments  on  Air  Qontltv  Tecbnicnl  Snntiort  Document  -  Volume  I 

I  Page  i,  4'*  Paragraph,  4*  Seoteace 

I  The  Air  Quality  Division  does  not  examine  "project-wide"  (as  in  Continental  Divide/WamsutterU 

I  Natural  Gas  Project)  air  quality  impacts  on  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Division.  Please  reword 

I  this  sentence  to  read 

I  "...examine  air  pollutant  emission  source  air  quality  impacts." 

Page  ii,  6*  Paragraph 

Reference  comment  on  DEIS  for  page  3-6.  Section  3 . 1 Z  3"^  paragraph  for  discussion  of  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  as  a  Class  1  Area-  The  Division  suggests  that  in  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Run 
Wildemcss  Area  be  referred  uj  as  a  PSD  Class  1  Area  and  that  the  following  sentence  should  be  inserted 
as  the  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph. 

'Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  i>  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Class  I 
area,  it  has  the  iegal  requirement  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  1  area  through  the 
Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and  Regulations." 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  tiie  document,  with  the  exception  ofthe  air  quality  related 
value  impact  sections,  bo  modified  to  reflect  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area 
instead  of  a  PSD  Class  II  Area. 

I  Pate  ill,  7»  Ballet 

The  USPS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  (LAC)  should  be  cotnpared  to  impacts  to  the  best  visibility  {i.e. 
mean  ofthe  cleanest  20%)  days.  Therefore  tlie  comparison  of  the  "method  4"  results  to  the  USPS  LAC 
is  misleading.  The  Division  would  prefer  to  see  the  "method  2"  results  compared  to  the  USPS  LAC  for 
I  lyipropriate  disclosure  ofthe  predicted  visibility  impacts  as  compared  to  the  LAC. 

I  As  mentioned  in  the  Division's  comment  on  the  DEIS  for  page  4-1 8,  I"  &  2"*  Columns,  the  Division 
proposed  that  when  discussing  Air  Quality  Related  Values  (AQRVs)  that  the  phrase  "PSD  Class  I  Area- 
be  changed  to  "Federally  Designated  Class  I  Area",  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  refoned  to  u  a 
"Statt  Defined  Class  [  Area",  and  the  phrase  "PSD  Class  II  Area"  be  changed  to  "Class  II  Area".  The 

I  revised  language  proposal  would  apply  to  the  2"  sentence  in  this  bullet. 

Page  1, 4"  Paragraph,  2""  SentaiKo 

Reference  comment  on  DEIS  for  page  2-6,  Section  3.12, 3"  paragraph  for  discussion  ofthe  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  as  a  Class  1  Area.  The  Division  suggests  that  in  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Area  and  that  the  following  sentence  should  be  insened 
as  the  2^  to  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph. 

"Although  the  Savage  Run  WildeTness  Area  is  not  a  federally  mandated  PSD  Class  I 
area,  it  hu  the  legal  requirement  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  I  area  through  the 
Wyoming  Air  Quality  StandBji3s  and  Regulations." 

The  Division  also  suggests  that  remainder  of  the  document,  with  the  exception  ofthe  air  quality  related 
value  impact  sections,  be  modified  to  reflect  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  as  a  PSD  Clatt  I  Area 
instead  of  a  PSD  CUn  11  Area. 
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WDEQ  -  AQD  Comments 
June  24,  1999 


Clare  Miller,  BLM 
Continental  Divide  Project 
Pigo4 

Page  4-18, 1'&T^  Columas 

The  Division  proposes  that  a  paragraph  be  inserted  between  the  two  par«gr«;riu  on  this  page  to 

differentiaie  between  and  disclose  the  difference  between  a  Federally  designated  Class  I  Area  and  a  PSD 

Class  I  Area.  The  suggesred  language  for  the  paragraph  follows. 

'FedcTaily  designated  Class  I  Areas  are  different  from  PSD  Class  I  Areas,  in  that  only 
Federally  designated  Class  I  Areas  ore  afforded  special  protection  with  regard  lo 
visibility  impairment  by  the  recently  signed  regional  haze  rule  and  the  existing  visibility 
regulations  for  reasonably  attributable  impairment.  Therefore,  throughout  the 
discussions  of  air  quality  related  value  impacts  the  seniitjve  areas  are  referred  lo  as 
Federally  designated  Class  I  Areas.  State  defmed  Class  1  Areas,  and  Class  II  Areas." 

The  Oivtston  then  proposes  that  throughout  the  rest  ofthe  document  when  discussing  Air  Quality 
RelBtsd  Values  (AQRVs)  tlial  the  phrase  'PSD  Class  1  Area"  be  changed  to  "Federally  Designated  Class 
I  Area",  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  as  a  "State  Defined  Class  I  Area",  and  the  phrase 
"PSD  Class  II  Area"  be  changed  to  "Class  U  Area". 

Page  4-19, 1"  Colmco,  Last  Parag rapk 

The  first  sentence  hils  to  mention  that  the  USPS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  (LAQ  should  be 
compared  to  impacts  to  the  best  visibility  (i.e.  mean  ofthe  cleanest  20!^)  days.  Therefore  the 
cinnparison  ofthe  "method  4*  results  to  the  USPS  LAC  is  misleading.  The  Diviiion  would  prefer  to  see 
the  "method  2"  results  compared  to  the  USPS  LAC  for  afq>ropriaie  disclosure  ofthe  predicted  visibility 
impacts  as  compared  to  the  LAC. 

Page  4.19, 2"  Colamo,  1"  Bullet,  Last  SeDtence 

The  Division  believes  that  this  statement  is  incorrect  without  some  basis  for  the  statement  being 
identified.  The  Drvision  has  found  that  in  the  incremental  Emissions  Tracking  Reports  for  the  BLM 
Rock  Springs  District  m  Southwest  Wyoming  that  the  emissions  of  NO.  have  been  increasing  from  the 
1997  4*  quarter  report,  which  reported  incremental  emissions  changes  during  the  1/1/96-  12/31/97  time 
frame,  through  the  1998  4*  quarter  report  which  reported  incremental  emissions  changes  during  the 
1/1/96-  12/31/98  time  frame  and  is  the  last  report  available  at  this  time. 

Page  4*21, 3*'  Columa,  Ballet  Parag rapb,  Lot  Seoteaec 

The  statement  in  this  sentence  is  incorrecL  The  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum 
(SWWTTAF)  has  contracted  with  Earth  Tech  Inc.  fiar  the  development  of  a  Secondary  Organic  Aerosol 
Module  for  tbe  CALPUFF  model  to  enable  S  WWYTAF  to  model  the  fbnnation  of  secondary  organic 
aeroaols  and  predict  visibility  impairmont  doe  to  those  aerosols.  This  module  has  undergone  preliminary 
sensitivity  testing  and  is  currently  awaiting  the  initiation  of  the  final  model  run.  The  fmal  model  run  will 
be  initiated  once  ail  supporting  infisrmation  is  provided  by  the  Earth  Tech  Inc  and  ipproved  by  the 
SWWYTAF  Technical  Commitleo. 

I  Page  4^1,  T*  Celina,  2^  Paragraph,  1'  SaBtance 

The  Air  Quality  Division  does  not  examine  "project-wide"  (u  in  Corrnnental  Divida/Wanuutter  II 
!  Natural  Gas  Project)  air  quality  impacu  on  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Division.  Please  reword 
I  this  sentence  to  read 

nine  air  pollutant  emisaioa  aoutce  airqualiQr  ti 
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WDEQ  -  AQD  Comments 
June  24,  1999 


I  Page  1,  Last  Paragraph,  4*  Seateace  (goiog  osto  page  3] 
Tbe  Air  Quality  EHvision  does  not  examine  "project-wide"  (as  in  Continental  Divide/Wamsuoer  II 
Natural  Gas  Project)  air  quality  impacts  on  permit  applications  submitted  to  the  Division.  Please  reword 
this  sentence  to  read 
'...examine  air  pollutant  omission  source  air  quality  impacts." 

I  Page  18,  Last  Paragrapb,  Last  Seatance 
This  statemeni  is  ntcorrect  as  the  WDEQ-AQD  continues  to  issue  new  source  review  air  pollutant 
emissions  permits  on  a  daily  basis.  The  Diviiion  suggests  modifying  the  sentence  to  read 
*...&cilitics  during  die  July  1,  1993  through  April  30, 1998  time  ftame  in  the  air 
quality..." 

I  Page  28,  Table  5.1  aid  Page  35,  Table  5.6  and  P«««  45,  TaUa  5.13 
As  of  10/1 5/98  Section  t  ofthe  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Stuidartls  and  Regulations  wtt  revised  to  be 
consistent  with  the  Federal  ozone  standanis  (EPA  promulgated  a  r«>vised  ambient  ozone  staixlard  on 
7/1S/97).  The  revision  eliminated  the  Slate's  1-hour  ozone  standard  and  inaiituied  an  8-hour  ozone 
standard  of  160  fig/m3. 


OA  I  '^^  ^^  Section  5.1.4 
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Please  disclose  what  receptor  grid  was  used  for  the  HAPs  analyses  in  bodi  text  as  well  as  figure. 

Page  Dl-1, 3"  Paragraph,  2"  Seatance 

The  first  pan  of  this  aenience  is  incorrect.  Section  21(h)  ofthe  Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  and 
Regulaiioni  states  that  a  facility  has  24  months  to  commence  construction  after  approval  to  construct  or 
modify  (i.e.  permit  issuance).  The  exception  to  this  24  month  time  frame  is  only  for  a  permit  containing 
a  case-by-caseMACT  determination  fiar  which  IS  months  to  commence  construction  ts  allowed.  Pleaae 
revise  this  sentence  to  read 

'In  Wyoming,  a  facility  typically  has  24  months  lo..." 

Comments  on  Atr  OnaHtv  Tcel>nl«l  Sfnnort  Document  -  Veinnie  n 

Page  1. 2"^  Paragraph,  2"  SeBtaace 

Reference  conuiwnt  on  DEIS  for  page  3-6,  Section  3.1.2,3'' paragraph  fbrdiscusiionof  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  as  a  Class  1  Area.  The  Division  luggasn  that  in  this  paragraph  the  Savage  Run 
Wildemeu  Area  be  refierred  to  as  a  PSD  Claaa  1  Ana  and  that  the  following  sentence  should  be  inserted 
u  tbe  2"^  to  last  sentence  in  dte  paragraph. 

"Although  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  is  not  a  fedenlly  mandated  PSD  Class  I 
area,  it  has  the  legal  requirement  to  be  managed  as  a  PSD  Class  I  area  thrt>uih  the 
Wyoming  Air  Quality  Standards  attd  Ragulatioos." 

Tin  Division  also  suggests  that  rsraainder  of  the  document,  with  dw  exception  ofthe  air  quality  related 
value  impact  sectkms,  be  modified  to  reflect  the  Savage  Run  Wildemeu  Area  as  a  PSD  Class  I  Ana 
imtead  of*  PSD  Class  11  Area. 
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Clare  Miller.  BLM 
Continental  Divide  Projea 
Page? 


WDEQ  •  AQD  Comments 
June  24, 1999 


I  Page  3, 1"  Poll  Sentence 
The  Division  finds  it  troubling  » lee  reftrences  to  the  uie  of  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum 
(SWWYTAF)  modeling  techniques,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  comment  below. 
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Paget  5  &  6  uid  Tables  A-2  &  A-4 

Due  to  tiie  relative  difference  in  base  elevation  for  soureo  groups  2  wid  4, 

•  How  can  the  sources  in  Group  2  and  Group  4  be  modeled  together? 

•  How  were  the  modeled  sourees  combined  for  the  cumulative  impacts? 

•  How  were  the  combined  impacts  post-processed  in  CALPOST? 

How  were  the  contributions  from  each  group  (1-5)  separated  in  the  model  limulaiioni? 

Page  26,  Last  PnraBraph.  3'*  Sentcoce 

Ttie  Division  finds  it  troubling  to  sec  references  to  the  eased  data  collection  efforts  and  simplified  MM5 
modeling  activities  due  to  the  overlap  with  Che  SWWYTAF  modeling  period.  This  statement  suggests 
that  information  developed  for  SWWYTAF  was  used  by  the  BLM  and  Earth  Tech  Inc.  in  performing  the 
modeling  forthe  Continental  DivideAVamiutter  11  EIS.  If  indeed  SWWYTAF  information  hw  been 
utilized,  it  is  inappropriate  since  the  information  and  modeling  has  not  yet  been  finalized,  nor  has  WDEQ 
authorized  the  release  of  the  information  for  any  puipose. 

I  Page Z8- 31 

These  pages  descnbe  Visibility  Calculation  Methods  2  and  4.  Axe  there  visibility  calculation  methods  I 
and  3?  If  yes,  why  weren't  these  calculalion  methods  and  corresponding  results  disclosed  to  the  public 
I  in  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document? 

Page  33,  SectioD  3 J,  1"  Pangmph,  2"  to  Lasr  Sentence 

This  sentence  fails  to  mention  that  the  USPS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  (LAC)  should  be  compared  to 
impeca  to  the  best  visibility  (i.c.  mean  of  the  cleanest  20%)  days. 

Page  33,  Section  S^  1"  Paregrapb,  Last  Scotcace 

The  Division  proposes  that  BLM  differentiace  between  and  disclose  the  difference  between  being  a 
Federally  designated  Class  1  Area  and  a  PSD  Class  I  Area.  The  suggested  language  for  modifications 
and  en  additional  sentetice  to  the  paragraph  follows. 

■^visibility  in  Federally  designaod  Class  I  Areas,  which  are  different  from  PSD  Class  I 
Areu,  the  goilM^plicable  in  redesignated  Clus  E  Areas.  State  dofmed  Class  I  Areas, 
DOT  Class  II  Areas.  Therefore,  throughout  the  discussions  of  air  quality  related  value 
impacts  the  sensitive  areas  an  referred  to  as  Federally  designated  Class  1  Areas,  State 
defined  Class  1  Areas,  and  Class  U  Areas.  There  are  no  applicable  Colorado,  Wyoming, 
or  Federal  viiibiltty  standards.  " 

The  Division  then  proposes  that  throughout  the  rest  of  the  document  when  discussing  Air  Quality 
Related  Values  ( AQRVs)  that  the  phrase  "PSD  Class  1  Area"  be  changed  to  TederaHy  Designated  Class 
I  Area",  the  Savage  Run  Wilderness  Area  be  referred  to  u  a  "Suta  Defined  Class  i  Area',  and  the  phrase 
"PSD  Class  U  Area'  be  changed  to  'Class  U  Aid*. 


7.2.91.2   Letter  91  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  2  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  8,  below. 

Comment  Response  3  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  4. 

Comment  Response  4  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  27, 
below. 

Comment  Response  5  -  As  described  in  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  10,  in  a  few  instances,  based  on  unforeseen 
circumstances  after  the  Final  Protocol  was  issued  (on 
September  28,  1998),  the  BLM  modified  the  air  quality  impact 
assessment  procedures.  These  changes  are  described  in  the 
Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support 
Document  (BLM  1999d)  and  were  discussed  at  a  preliminary 
results  presentation  for  the  BLM's  Wyoming  State  Director  (held 
February  16,  1999) .  While  holding  additional  advisory 
stakeholder  team  meetings  between  September  8,  1998,  and 
February  16,  1999,  may  have  alleviated  some  individual 
stakeholder  team  member  concerns,  the  BLM  determined  that 
additional  meetings  were  not  necessary  to  complete  its  air  quality 
impact  assessment  obligations  imder  NEPA. 
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I  Page  39, 3**  Ptrmgraph 
The  USPS  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change  (LAC)  should  be  compared  to  impacts  to  the  best  visibility  (i.e. 
mean  of  the  cleaned  2W»)  days.  Therefore  the  comparison  of  the  "method  4"  results  to  the  USPS  LAC 
it  misleading. 

Appendix  A 

What  was  the  basis  fbr  the  NOj/NO,  ratio  of  14.S6? 

Appendix  B,  Pages  B-1  -  B-4 

This  source  aggregation  method  was  not  proposed  in  the  9/25/98  iHOtocol.  The  Division  has  several 
questions  raganiing  the  sou t«e  aggregations  method,  as  this  one  component  of  the  analysis  (sourec 
aggregation)  miy  introduce  a  potential  for  errors  that  can  not  easily  be  found  or  undentood. 
■  How  were  the  signu  y  values  calculated  for  the  aggregated  sourees  ? 

•  Should  the  sigma  y  values  be  limited  to  the  4  km  dimension  of  the  CALPUFF  grid  ceils  ? 

•  Why  is  the  source  aggregation  using  point  sources  prefeiable  to  grid.cell  sized  area  sources  7 

•  How  can  the  original  source  plume  characteristics  be  verified  in  the  aggregated  sources  ? 

>  What  is  the  priority  sequence  of  criterion  used  to  determine  acceptable  pairing  of  any  giv«n 

sources  with  respect  to  similar  stick  parametera,  Ro,  and/  ? 
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Comment  Response  6  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  8,  below. 

Comment  Response  7  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  FEIS  text  (Section  3.1.2,  Air  Quality 
and  Table  3.6)  and  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  -  Tables  5.1,  5.6 
and  5.13)  have  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  the  new  ozone 
standard. 

Comment  Response  9  -  The  FEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.1  Proposed 
Action  and  4.1.1.6  Cimiulative  Impacts)  and  the  Revised  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Docimient  text 
(Executive  Simimary  and  1.0  Introduction)  have  been  revised  as 
recommended. 

Comment  Response  10  -  The  FEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.5 
Mitigation  and  Monitoring)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate 
that  most  of  the  proposed  NO^  emission  sources  would  not  be 
included  in  the  existing  tracking  agreement  and  that  either  a 
mutually  acceptable  revision  or  a  separate  agreement  would  be 
required  to  include  those  proposed  emission  sources. 

Comment  Response  11  -  Since  the  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  analyzed  potential  visibility  impacts  at  both  PSD 
Class  I  and  Class  II  sensitive  areas,  and  the  DEIS  (Page  4-20) 
clearly  stated  "there  is  no  applicable  state  or  federal  regulatory 
visibihty  standard,"  the  FEIS  text  has  not  been  revised.  However, 
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both  the  FEIS  text  and  the  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  have  been  revised 
to  clariiy  the  status  of  the  Savage  Rim  Wilderness  Area.  Please 
also  see  Comment  Response  32  below  and  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  12  -  The  USPS  has  requested  that  all  NEPA 
analyses  be  compared  to  their  "^  of  a  just  noticeable  change"  0.5 
deciview  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change. 

Comment  Response  13  -  The  FEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.6 
Cumulative  Impacts)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  indicate  that  a 
reduction  of  NO,  emissions  from  existing  sources  in  southwestern 
Wyoming  is  anticipated,  primarily  due  to  the  installation  of 
additional  control  devices  on  the  Naughton  coal-fired  electrical 
generation  facility. 

Comment  Response  14  -  The  FEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.6 
Cumulative  Impacts)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  SWWYTAF  is 
developing  a  secondary  organic  aerosol  model,  but  it  is  not 
currently  available  for  use. 

Comment  Response  15  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  9, 
above. 

Comment  Response  16  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  9, 
above. 

Comment  Response  17  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  18  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  12, 
above. 

Comment  Response  19  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  20  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  21  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  9, 
above. 

Comment  Response  22  -  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Docimient  text  (Volume  I  - 
2.5  Emissions  Inventory  -  Cumulative  Emissions  Soiu-ces)  has 
been  revised  as  recommended. 

Comment  Response  23  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  8, 
above. 

Comment  Response  24  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Dociunent  text  (Volimie  I 
-  5.1.4  HAP  Impacts),  "Short-term  concentrations  were  modeled 
at  receptors  spaced  within  100  m  of  the  well  sites  and 
compressor  station  permit  boundary,  which  represents  the  closest 
location  any  individual  would  be  for  an  entire  8-hour  period. 
The  long-term  HAP  modeling  assiunes  that  the  nearest  residence 
is  4,000  m  away  from  the  gas  plant  and  compressor  facility,  and 
500  meters  from  the  nearest  well."  In  addition,  Figures  5.3 
through  5.6  have  been  added  to  the  Revised  Air  QuaUty  Impact 


Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  1  -  5.1.4 
HAP  Impacts)  to  show  the  HAPs  modeling  receptor  grids. 

Comment  Response  25  -  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume  I  - 
Appendix  Dl)  has  been  revised  as  recommended. 

Comment  Response  26  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2, 
Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  27  -  The  overlap  of  the  CALPUFF  modeling 
domains  and  the  use  of  the  same  modeling  techniques  in  both 
studies  was  very  clearly  and  openly  discussed  at  the  protocol 
meeting  with  WDEQ-AQD's  full  knowledge  and  participation. 
In  addition,  the  WDEQ-AQD  gave  the  BLM  written  permission 
to  release  the  MM5  data  produced  under  the  SWWYTAF  study 
(Olson  1998).  Given  the  location  and  nature  of  both  modeling 
studies,  it  is  not  surprising  that  some  of  the  same  information 
was  used  in  both  studies.  However,  no  proprietary  SWWYTAF 
information  was  used  in  the  CD/WIIPA  air  quahty  impact 
analysis. 

Comment  Response  28  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Voliune  II 
-  2.0  Emissions  Inventory),  "The  source  inventory  has  been 
divided  into  five  source  groups  for  the  far-field  modeling." 
Source  Group  2  and  Group  4  were  not  modeled  together.  Each 
of  the  five  source  groups  were  modeled  separately  usiug  five 
CALPUFF  runs.  The  partial  plume  path  terrain  adjustment 
factor  allows  soiu"ce  puffs  to  be  emitted  at  one  terrain  elevation 
yet  impact  receptors  at  another  terrain  elevation.  Following  the 
completion  of  the  CALPUFF  modeling,  the  five  source  group 
concentration  files  were  combined  (cumulative  impacts)  at  each 
receptor  using  Earth  Tech's  post-processing  software.  To 
determine  contributions  from  each  of  the  source  groups,  six 
separate  CALPOST  runs  were  made  (one  for  each  source  group 
and  the  combined  total  cumulative  analysis). 

Comment  Response  29  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  27, 
above. 

Comment  Response  30  -  Method  1  is  the  original,  Phase  I 
IWAQM  methodology.  It  has  been  replaced  by  method  2. 

Method  2  uses  the  mean  of  the  20%  cleanest  seasonal  visibiUty 
conditions  (extinction  values  reconstructed  from  two  IMPROVE 
24-hoiu-  fine  particulate  mass  concentration  samples  per  week), 
which  were  assumed  to  occur  on  every  day  during  an  entire 
season  (a  conservative  assumption  in  predicting  the  frequency  of 
visibiUty  impacts).  This  method  therefore  inherently  separates 
the  meteorological  conditions  which  occurred  in  determining  the 
"cleanest"  background,  and  those  conditions  apphed  in  the 
modeUng  analysis.  Unlike  the  IWAQM  protocol,  the  analysis 
performed  for  this  EIS  limited  observed  relative  humidity  levels 
to  90%  (e.g.;  91-99%  values  were  set  to  90%). 

Method  3  is  the  same  as  method  2,  except  predicted  impacts  are 
eliminated  whenever  the  relative  hiunidity  (RH)  exceeds  the 
maximimi  allowed  (RHMAX),  rather  than  capping  the  RH  at 
RHMAX,  as  in  method  2. 
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Method  4  compares  directly  observed  hourly  extinction  values 
measured  with  an  IMPROVE  transmissometer,  with  hourly 
modeled  extinction  values  calculated  from  the  predicted  primary 
and  secondary  particulate  matter  concentrations,  adjusted  for 
hourly  relative  humidity  levels,  interpreted  on  a  daily  basis. 

There  is  also  a  method  5,  which  is  the  same  as  method  4  except 
that  it  uses  IMPROVE  nephelometer  data  rather  than 
transmissometer  data. 

Comment  Response  31  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  12, 
above. 

Comment  Response  32  -  The  FEIS  text  (Section  3.1.2  Air 
Quality)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  there  are  no  applicable 
hazardous  air  pollutant,  visibility  impairment,  or  atmospheric 
deposition  (acid  rain)  standards  and  that  the  existing  "reasonably 
attributable"  and  new  "regional  haze"  visibility  impairment 
regulations  apply  only  within  federal  Mandatory  PSD  Class  I 
areas.  In  addition,  both  the  FEIS  text  and  the  Revised  Air 
Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (BLM 
1999d)  have  been  revised  to  clarify  the  status  of  the  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  as  recommended.  Please  also  see  FEIS 
Section  7.2.79.2,  Comment  Response  12. 

Comment  Response  33  -  Please  see  Comment  Response  12, 
above. 

Comment  Response  34  -  The  impact  analysis  assumed  that  10% 
of  the  emitted  NO,^  is  NO2  and  90%  is  NO.  It  was  also  assumed 
that  the  emitted  NO^  in  the  emissions  inventory  is 
proportionately  weighed  as  NO2. 

For  example,  if  the  NO,  emission  rate  is  10  g/s,  the  NO  and 
NO,  emission  rates  will  be: 

NO^  =  (0.10)(10  g/s)  =  1  g/s 

NO  =  (0.90)(10  g/s)(30/46)  =  5.87  g/s 
where  30  is  the  molecular  weight  of  NO  and  46  is  the  molecular 
weight  of  NO2.  It  should  be  noted  that  CALPUFF  accounts  for 
the  molecular  weight  differences  in  converting  NO  to  NOj,  so  the 
5.87  g  of  NO  wiU  produce  (46/30)(5.87  g)  =  9.0  g  of  NO^.  Thus 
matching  the  original  emission  rate  weighed  as  NOj,  and 
providing  a  NO2/NO,,  ratio  of  14.56%  (1  g/s  of  NO^  to  6.87  g/s 
of  NO,). 

Comment  Response  35  -  The  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment 
Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  11  -  Appendix  B:  Source 
Aggregation  Method)  described  how  the  sigma-y  values  were 
calculated  for  the  aggregated  sources.  The  discussion  on 
page  B-2  presents  the  formulation  for  computing  the  position  (X) 
and  the  variance  (VAR)  of  a  source  that  is  produced  by 
combining  two  previously  aggregated  groups.  This  is  the  process 
that  is  actually  repeated  many  times  in  the  algorithm  because  the 
aggregation  process  is  built  upon  bringing  pairs  of  source-groups 
together  until  the  distance  between  the  resulting  sources  exceeds 
an  imposed  criterion  (note  that  this  distance  criterion  is  related 
to  the  distance  of  a  soiu-ce  from  the  nearest  receptor).  A 
particular  source  (aggregated  or  not)  is  paired  only  once  per  pass 
through  the  list  of  sources,  and  new  passes  are  initiated  only  if 
at  least  one  aggregation  event  was  performed  in  the  last  pass 
completed.  At  the  start  of  each  pass,  each  aggregated  source  is 


characterized  by  a  location  and  a  variance  (sigma-y  squared),  but 
the  original  location  of  each  source  in  an  aggregation  is  not 
retained.  After  all  passes  are  completed,  each  of  the  remaining 
sources  is  placed  at  its  final  position  and  given  an  initial  sigma-y 
that  is  equal  to  the  square  root  of  the  final  variance.  In  this 
analysis,  all  sources  that  are  aggregated  have  identical  stack 
parameters  (excluding  location),  so  issues  related  to  the  selection 
of  effective  temperature,  diameter,  height,  etc.,  do  not  arise. 

Regarding  limiting  sigma-y  values  to  4  km,  the  intent  of  the 
aggregation  process  is  to  replace  many  point  sources  with  fewer 
point  sources  in  such  a  way  that  distant  impacts  (concentrations) 
remain  adequately  characterized.  Once  plumes  from  many  point 
sources  overlap  significantly,  perturbations  in  source  locations 
have  a  reduced  influence  on  the  total  concentration  field,  and 
fewer  sources  with  proportionally  larger  emission  rates  and 
greater  separation  distances  can  be  used  (other  source 
characteristics  being  equivalent).  The  initial  sigma-y  given  these 
aggregated  sources  should  reflect  the  scale  over  which  the 
sources  have  been  combined,  rather  than  the  size  of  the 
modeling  grid  cell,  so  a  cap  of  4  km  (grid  cell)  would  not  be 
appropriate.  There  is  no  such  cap  on  the  growth  of  sigma-y 
within  CALPUFF. 

By  using  an  aggregated  point  source  rather  than  grid-cell  sized 
area  sources,  the  treatment  of  the  plume  rise  is  exphcitly 
retained.  If  an  area  source  were  used,  the  final  rise  and  initial 
sigma-z  could  not  be  repUcated.  Also,  the  area  soxu-ce  algorithm 
is  designed  to  address  the  near-field  concentration  distribution 
due  to  a  distributed  source.  In  the  far-field,  such  details  are 
moot,  and  an  equivalent  point  soiu'ce  may  be  used. 

The  original  source  plume  characteristics  can  be  verified  with  the 
aggregated  sources  control  file.  The  point  sources  combined  in 
this  appUcation  have  identical  stack  parameters.  These  are 
passed  on  to  the  CALPUFF  control  file  with  one  modification: 
the  emission  rate  is  the  sum  of  the  emission  rate  from  each  of 
the  sources  included  in  an  aggregated  source.  In  addition,  an 
initial  sigma-y  is  used  to  characterize  the  lateral  size  of  the 
emitted  puffs.  Therefore,  the  control  file  documents  the  stack 
parameters  that  are  used,  and  these  can  be  verified  against  the 
original  source  parameters. 

No  priority  sequence  is  used  to  determme  acceptable  pairing  of 
any  given  sources.  As  stated  above,  the  soiu^ces  that  are 
candidates  for  aggregation  have  identical  stack  parameters  in  this 
appUcation,  so  the  issue  of  similar  stack  parameters  (R^,  and  f) 
does  not  arise.  Therefore,  the  process  of  pairing  soiu-ces  into 
aggregates  involves  two  primary  procedures.  In  the  first,  sources 
are  placed  into  bins  based  on  the  distance  to  the  nearest 
receptor.  Sources  are  not  combined  across  bins.  In  the  second, 
sources  are  pzdred  in  successive  passes  based  on  the  distance 
between  the  pair.  As  aggregates  are  produced,  the  distance 
between  them  typically  increases  so  that  the  distance  criterion  is 
eventually  reached  for  an  aggregated  source  and  it  becomes  one 
of  the  final  source  aggregates. 

The  parameters  R,,  and  f  define  the  bin  boundaries,  where  the 
metric  is  distance  to  the  nearest  receptor.  The  thickness  of  a  bin 
increases  with  the  distance  to  the  nearest  receptor.  This  bin 
thickness  is  used  to  set  the  distance  criterion  for  pairing.    As 
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described  m  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  (Volume  II  -  Appendix  B:  Source 
Aggregation  Method,  page  B-2),  sources  within  a  bin  may  be 
paired  only  if  the  distance  between  them  does  not  exceed  0.71 
times  the  bin  thickness. 


7.2.92.2  Letter  92  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
ELM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 


The  example  result  displayed  in  Figiu-e  1  of  the  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (Volume  II  - 
Appendix  B:  Source  Aggregation  Method,  page  B-5)  illustrates 
how  the  binning  influences  the  aggregation.  The  final  aggregated 
sources  appear  organized  in  lines  that  are  parallel  to  the  line  of 
receptors.  Those  lines  nearer  the  receptors  have  a  shorter 
distance  between  the  aggregated  sources  than  do  those  that  are 
far  from  the  receptors.  This  is  due  to  the  smaller  bin  thickness 
used  for  sources  that  lie  nearer  the  receptors. 


Comment  Response  1  -  Please  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.58.2, 
Comment  Response  1. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  BLM  will  certainly  take  into 
consideration  existing  conditions  at  locations  that  are  closed  to 
development  due  to  seasonal  limitations.  Such  exceptions  are 
provided  for  in  the  DEIS. 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  ROD  for  this  project  will  identify  all 
required  mitigation  measures.  Additional  potential  BLM- 
required  mitigation  may  be  necessary  to  limit  impacts  due  to  oil 
and  gas  development.  The  BLM  wants  Operators  and  the  pubhc 
to  know  what  additional  mitigations  may  be  required. 


72.92.1  Letter  92  -  Timothy  R.  Morris,  Santa  Fe 

Snyder  Corporation 

Santa  Ft  SnydfET  Corporation 


Jim  3D,  1999 

Mr.  CltrB  Mlllcr 

Bureau  of  Umd  Muugefflcnt 

i300N.71iirdSt. 

Rawlim.  Wyoming  S230I 


Re: 


Draft  EnvirenmniDiI  Impact  SatRnnit  Commtnu 
Conunennl  Divide/Wanuuinr  11  CIS  Pnjcct 
CarbcB  mi  Swtecurater  Councio,  Wyorauig 


Suiu  Fe  Sayia  Coqxnticm  rSFS^  oflen  the  fbllowmg  esnunwts  tor  the  Bureau  oFLand 
MMUgBinent'i  raniidereuon  rqpirdinK  the  Concnwttl  Drvide/Wamsuner  II  Dnft  Envinmmtntal  ImpaO 
StvmmiC-DElSr): 

1 .  Propoaed  Acnon  verim  Alremailvq  A  Md  B.  The  DEIS  (km  not  domoawKe  »fgni(lc»m  imiMCO 

u  Boy  ruourcn  fay  tha  Proposed  Action  with  the  'Applicini-Conimitt«d  Meoauna"  contKined  in 
QiapiBr  2.  Tha  Proposed  Aatoa  ihould  ba  die  atttmuive  Mlacted  in  the  Racord  o(  Doeljion. 


AtrOualfry.  Tbe  DEIS  air  quality  impad  astessnwnt  for  ifaa  prepowd  actioB  pradlcted  hnpaca 
below  applicable  ragulaOxy  litnio.  The  auesKneni  uut  eaoatmme  tuumptioni  includinf: 

I)  All  3000  wall!  opcndng  shnultsneouity; 

2}  Comptninr  amlniOB  mm  of  2  gmni  per  flo>icpowtf4>ouf  (vanut  I  gninpar 

hanapowtT'^UNir  pnwntly  batng  pamiittad);  and 
3)  All  other  cumulutvt  emiaion  lourccs  were  assumed  to  openue  at  their  maximum 

aminion  mas  simulianaously  throughout  dw  life  of  the  projact. 

No  hinhcr  mittgulon  should  be  required  with  regxd  to  air  quality  othtr  than  ApplkaM* 
CoRimlHad  maasum  cmiiahicd  on  page  4-13. 

Wfldllfa.  Existing  wildlife  stipulHiofu  pnoicslly  shut  down  drilling  aciiviiin  for  ont-hairot' 
■tch  year  (Pebruaiy  I  (o  JutySDandthree-quanenoftheyearfNoreinbcr  13  to  July  3l)irthc 
prepeny  is  within  a  Cnicial  Whitar  Range.  Operaton  do  ixiicvB  that  conditkxu  ammnly  diange 
and  wilt  appRClsca  tha  BLM's  conttnuad  mooitonng  cffont  to  gmu  axcspooM  If  a  oaat  or  lak  is 
M  Imger  actlM  or  if  t  vriitie- ^pean  not  to  ba  pvTicularly  hanh. 

Aoplieant-Commincd  Mcawm.  "VTio  DEIS  do«  not  flod  any  ligaificint  advetia  inipKa  to  try 
iHounas  from  die  Proposed  Action  with  cbfl  "Appiicxnt-Coaimtecd  Mauwas.  Tin  "Applkant- 
CoRUBitnd  Massunri**  jfu  b>yond  logal  ncquir.»ii«n[3  and  domoostraM  good  (Utb  aavinmBMmtal 
•mtillviiy.  Throufhoui  Chapter  4  of  dm  DEIS  the  "Applionr-Commitied  Measnm"  in 
^nonnatad  to  ba  lufDcient  to  pitmci  mourcei  ud  the  'AildiiitxMl  Potanllal  BLM-Raquirtd 
Mldgathxi"  art  not  naceiaary. 


SI'S  k»ki  lorward  to  a  Rccvd  ofDedsion  in  tha  naor  ftMun  Ihat  will  allow  raaumad  activity  hi  a  highly 
IvoduchmHmfvd&eflniiimaanMeTaJ  lands  since  tbafUloT  1997.  Thanlt  yw  for  tha  ogportimtty  to 
ia»iaw ihi* DEIS.  Ifyou  ihouidbaveany  quastioni.pltucad*»c.  . 

^-'"^il^^SZ  I    JUL  I  9  B99     I 

Division  Manafer.  Und  j 

BUflEAU  OF  UNO  MANAGEMENT 
l«f  i_.ii  RAWLWSFtElIlOTFICe 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
luaioN  i 

iM  ia"  STREET  -  SUITE  tm 
DENVER  CO    00202-2406 
http://www.«pc.Bov/nig)on08 


^  2  I  S99 


ReE     8EPR-EP 

VIA  FACSIMILE  AHD  MAH, 

Clarr  MUler,  EIS  Team  Leader 
RawUns  Field  OtBce 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  2407 
Rawlins,  WY  82301-2407 


Dear  Mr.  Miller. 


RECEIVED 


JUL  26  £99 


BUfl^WtSSoMANAGEMENT 
RAWLINS  RELD  OFFICE 


Re:      EPA  Comments  on  DEIS  for 

Continental  Divlde/Wamsuttcr  n 
Natural  Oas  Project 


In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA), 
Region  vm  of  the  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed 
the  Draft  Environmencal  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Continental  Divide- 
Wamsutter  n  Natural  Gas  Project.  Based  on  that  review,  EPA  has  prepared 
comments  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FEIS). 

This  DEIS  analyzes  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  expanded 
natural  gas  exploration  and  development  in  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter 
n  Project  Area  (CD/wnPA)  localed  in  Sweetwater  and  Carbon  Counties,  WY, 
approximately  2S  miles  west  of  Rawlins.  The  proposed  project  has  been 
defined  by  Amoco  Production  (Amoco),  Union  Padlic  Resources  Company 
(UPRC),  Yates  Petroleum  Corporation  (Yates),  Snyder  Oil  Corporation  (Snyder), 
and  other  companies.  The  project  area  covers  ^proximately  1,061,200  acres 
(531,400  Federal,  9,800  state,  520,000  private  surface).  The  mineral 
ownership  within  the  CD/WnPA  is  45%  Federal  and  55%  private/ state.  The 
anticipated  mnT<miim  field  development  includes  drilUng  and  developing  up  to 
3,000  wells  on  3,000  locations,  constructian  of  1,500  miles  of  roads, 
construction  of  1,500  mUes  of  new  pipeline  and  construction  of  other  ancillary 
&cilities  including  five  compressor  stations,  a  gas  processing  plant,  ten 
evaporation  ponds,  five  produced  water  disposal  wells,  and  SO  water  wells.  The 
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rosting  oil  and  gas  operations  in  the  project  area  include  720  oil  and  gas  wells, 
1 ,900  miles  of  roads,  280  iniles  of  pipeline  right-of-way,  and  500  acres  of 
surface  disturbance  due  to  ancillary  facilities,  including  a  gas  processing  plant, 
pumping  stations,  evaporation  ponds,  and  staging  areas. 

The  DEIS  evaluates  four  alternative  actions:  1)  Companies'  Proposed 
Action;  2)  Alternative  A,  14  acre  maximum  surface  disturbance  in  sensitive 
resource  areas;  3)  Alternative  B,  30  acre  maximum  surface  disturbance  in 
sensitive  resource  areas;  and  4(  No  Action.  Sensitive  resource  areas  (SRAs) 
include  areas  with  stabilized  sand  dunes,  raptor  nesting  areas,  crucial  habitat, 
cultural  resource  sites,  residential  areas,  and  Visual  Resource  Areas.  The  No 
Action  alternative  is  defined  on  pa^e  2-8  and  would  deny  the  current 
development  proposal.  But,  selection  of  the  No  Action  alternative  would  allow 
the  odsting  levels  of  development  activity  to  continue. 

Potential  Impmcts  ind  Mlticatloii.  The  Continental  Divide  DEIS 
provides  a  comprehensive  picture  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with 
natural  gas  development  in  this  area  of  Wyoming,  Table  2.6  on  pages  2-38  to 
2-54  provides  a  summary  of  impacts  categorized  by  environmental  resource 
and  development  activities.  This  Table  2.6  and  Chapter  4,  Environmental 
Consequences,  assume  the  effective  implementation  of  project-wide 
environmental  protection  and  mitigaaon  measures  presented  in  Section  2.6. 13 
on  page  2-30.  The  method  to  assure  compliance  with  mitigation  measures 
relies  on  an  Operator  representative  to  consult  with  BLM  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  as  necessary.  There  arc  a  number  of  potentially  significant  impacts 
referenced  in  Table  2.6  and  Chapter  4  after  asstuning  effective  implementation 
of  environmental  protection  and  mitigation  measures,  including  reactivitation 
of  stabilized  sand  dunes,  loss  of  proper  functioning  of  surface  water  resources, 
increased  noise  levels,  loss  of  raptor  productivity,  displacement  and  stress  on 
wildlife,  potential  displacement  of  rural  residents,  and  modiiication  of  visual 
resources.  EPA  recommends  that  BLM  develop  an  Adaptive  Environmental 
Management  Plan  (AEMP)  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS  (FEIS)  as  a. 
method  of  verifying  Implementation,  measuring  the  success  rate  of  proposed 
measures,  and  making  appropriate  modiljcations  to  mitigation  measures  based 
on  actual  performance.  This  AEMP  concept  is  discussed  further  in  our 
attached  detailed  comments. 

All  Quality  Coaoenu.  We  are  pleased  that  a  comprehensive  air  quality 
analysis  of  gas  development  projects,  including  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter 
H  and  South  Baggs  was  prepared  to  disclose  the  potential  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  Impacts  of  these  projects  and  other  emission  sources  in  the 
cumulative  impact  assessment  area.  The  cooperative  effort  of  preparing  an 
analytical  protocol  was  very  useful  in  ensuring  multi-Interest  participation. 
Because  of  the  significance  of  this  Continental  Divide  modeling  work  in  relation 
to  the  Southwest  Wyoming  Technical  Air  Forum  air  modeling  protocol,  the 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Continental 
Divide/Wamsutter  n  Natural  Gas  Project  DEIS;  we  appreciate  the  two-week 
extension  of  the  comment  deadline.  Attached  are  detailed  comments  for  your 
consideration  in  preparation  of  the  FEIS.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  our 
comments  on  this  DEIS,  please  call  me  at  (303|  312-6228,  or  Mike  Strieby,  the 
Project  Review  Coordinator,  at  (303)  312-6002. 


Sincerely, 


Cynthia  Co 
NEPA  Unit 
Ecosystem  Protection  Program 


Enclosure 


Lany  Svoboda,  EPA 
John  Notar,  NFS 
Tamara  Blett,  USDA-FS 
Elaine  Suriano,  EPA,  OFA 
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Continental  DMde  Air  Quality  Technical  Report  and  the  CALMET/CALPUFF 
model  application  must  be  technically  sound.  We  have  some  concerns  about 
the  assumptions  and  methods  used  in  the  modeling  as  noted  in  the 
attachment.  These  concerns  have  already  been  discussed  with  BLM  in  a 
conference  call  on  July  20,  1999.  After  reviewing  the  DEIS,  the  Air  CJuallty 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  and  the  modeling  files  for  the  Far- 
Field  Analysis,  it  is  apparent  thai  some  visibility  degradation  in  Class  I  Areas  of 
the  modeling  domain  will  occur  due  to  emissions  from  the  gas  well 
development  at  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  n  and  South  Baggs.  The  actual 
amount  of  degradation  to  be  expected  is  unknown  at  this  time  due  to  the  need 
for  clarilication  of  assumptions  and  methods.  However,  on  page  37,  Table  5-4 
of  the  Air  Quality  Technical  Support  Document  (Far-Field  Analysis)  indicates 
that  potential  visibility  degadation  at  greater  than  0.5  dedview  level  ranges 
from  8  days  at  the  Bridger-Teton  Wilderness  to  1  day  at  the  Fitzpatrick 
Wilderness.  This  range  of  potential  impairment  of  visibiuty  in  Class  1  areas  is 
not  fully  discussed  in  the  DEIS.  Instead  the  DEIS  uses  Table  S-6  from  the  Air 
Quality  Technical  Report  as  the  basis  for  the  air  quality  discussion  in  the  DEIS. 
This  Table  5-6  appears  in  the  DEIS  as  Table  4.6  and  is  the  proponenta's 
preferred  method  of  displaying  the  potential  visibility  degradation.  This  Table 
4.6  presents  the  minimum  number  of  days  of  potential  degradation. 

Because  of  the  potential  for  visibility  degradation  in  Class  I  Areas,  the 
cost  and  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the 
Final  EIS.  Section  4.1.1.5  in  the  DEIS  does  address  types  of  mitigation;  but 
there  is  no  information  about  cost  or  effectiveness  of  this  mitigation.  The 
public  and  the  decision-maker  have  insufficient  information  to  support  a 
decision  on  mitigatian  measures  to  offset  potential  degradation  of  visibility  due 
to  gas  development  in  this  part  of  Wyoming.  As  noted  above,  mitigation 
measures  selected  to  address  air  quality  concerns  should  also  be  monitored, 
evaluated,  and  modified  under  a  formal  Adaptive  Environmental  Management 
Plan  (AEMP). 

Ratlac.  Based  on  EPA's  national  rating  system,  the  Continental  Divide 
DEIS  will  be  listed  in  the  Federal  Register  as  category  BC-a,  Environmental 
Concerns,  Insufficient  Information.  This  rating  means  that  EPA  has  identified 
environmental  concerns  with  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and 
the  mitigation  measures. 


Letter  93  -  Cynthia  Cody,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Page  5 

EPA  REOIOW  Vin  COMMENTS 

Of  Tm 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMEWT 


FOR  THE  COHTINENTAI.  PIVrog/WAMaUTTER  H  PROJECT 

ORIGINAL  BENT  BY  FAX  JULY  15.  1999 
REVIBED  AFTER  DISCUS8IOH  WITH  BLM  OH  JULY  20.  1999 


Rather  than  depend  on  a  communication  process  between  BLM  and 
Operators  to  ensure  adequate  mitigation  measures  are  implemented  for  the 
Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  n  project,  EPA  recommends  that  BLM  develop  a 
formal  Adaptive  Environmental  Management  Plan  (AEMP)  to  be  included  in  the 
FEIS  as  the  method  to  verify  the  efficacy  of  proposed  mitigalion  measures. 

An  AEMP  is  a  process  to  increase  the  speed  at  which  managers  learn 
from  their  dedaions  about  resources  and  how  development  activities  affect 
them.  The  process  generally  consists  of  several  basic  steps  including;  a) 
defining  the  natural  resource  protection  objectives;  b)  identiiying  the 
unlmpacted  and  sustainabflity  thresholds;  c|  monitoring  of  ecosystem 
responses  to  generate  feedback;  d)  using  past  experience;  e)  including  multiple 
stakeholders;  i)  documenting  information  and  actions;  and  g)  adjusting 
management  practices  based  on  learning  experiences.  For  further  information 
on  AEMP,  please  see  R.  A.  Carpenter,  The  Case  for  Continuous  Monitoring  and 
Adaptive  Management  Under  NEPA',  in  Environmental  Policy  and  NEPA.  R. 
Clark  and  L.  Canter,  ed.,  St  Lude  Press,  1997,  pages  163-180. 

We  understand  that  an  AEMP  can  have  differing  levels  of  effort  and  costs. 
Oeneially,  there  are  three  possible  options  induding  reactive,  passive,  or 
active.  The  following  is  a  suggested  budget  and  organization  outline  for  three 
different  levds  of  AEMPs: 

A)  "Reactive  Management*  Plan,  the  least  cost  option: 

Organizational  Arrangements.  Establish  one  intia-agency  technical  work 
group  consisting  of  BLM  and  cooperating  agendes'  scientists  and  natural 
resource  economists. 


a-  Provide  a  smafi  budget  and  resources  needed  to  monitor 
selected  key  ecosystem  indicators  managed  by  the  intra-agency  work 
group. 

Independent  Sdence  Review.  Proposed  plans  and  actions  could  be  made 
available  to  various  stakeholders.  These  atakehoklers  could  acquire 
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independent  scientific  review  and  provide  this  information  to  the  intra- 
agency  work  group. 

Public  Access  and  Review.  Provide  key  documents  in  draft  form  to 
interested  stakeholders. 

B)  "Passive  Management*  Plan,  next  mid-level  cost  option: 

Organizational  Arrangements.  Establish  two  technical  work  groups:  1)  An 
intra-agency  technical  work  group  of  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies' 
scientists  and  natural  resource  economists;  and  2)  An  extra-agency  work 
group  of  independent  scientists  and  natural  resource  economists. 

Process.  Make  various  management  documents  including  monitoring  of 
environmental  conditions  and  proposed  resource  management  plans 
available  for  scientific  review  when  developed  in  a  draft  stage.  Direct  the 
extra-agency  scientists  work  grx)up  to  independently  propose  monitoring 
of  unspoiled  conditions  and  means  to  determine  if  such  conditions 
remain  unspoiled. 

Independent  Science  Review.  Seek  pro-bono  peer  review  to  be  managed 
by  the  Natural  Resources  Committee  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences.  Provide  budget  for  work  of  the  extra-agency  science  work 
group. 

Public  Acceiis  and  Review.  Provide  key  documents  in  draft  form  to 
interested  stakeholders  and  hold  infrequent  public  meetings  at  critical 
decision  points. 

C]  "Active  Management"  Plan  or  the  high  cost  option: 

Organizational  Arrangements.  EstabUsh  three  technical  work  groups;  1] 
An  intra-agency  technical  work  group  of  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies' 
scientists  and  natural  resource  economists;  2)  An  extra-agency  work 
group  of  independent  scientists  and  natural  resource  economists;  and  3) 
A  science  center  of  contracted  specialists  in  the  environmental  sciences 
and  the  natural  resource  economists. 

Process.  Make  various  management  documents  including  monitoring  of 
environmental  conditions  and  proposed  resource  management  plans 
available  for  sdentiCc  review  when  developed  in  a  draft  stage.  Direct  the 
extra-agency  scientists'  work  group  to  independently  propose  monitoring 
of  unspoiled  conditions  and  means  to  determine  if  such  conditiona 
remain  unspoiled.  Assure  the  science  center  staff  conducts  academically 
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g  I  does  excluding  a  data  point  on  an  exceedance  day  contribute  to  adequate 

I  characterization  of  conditions  and  impacts? 
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Page  39,  "Number  of  Invalid  Days".  As  shown  in  this  Table,  the  number 
of  invalid  days  for  the  transmissometer  data  was  approximately  25%  of 
the  year.  This  information  should  be  included  in  the  FEIS  as  a  factor 
that  could  lead  to  an  underestimation  of  potential  impacts. 


CALMET/CALPUFF  MODELING  CONCERNS 

MM5  Predicted  and  Observed  Precipitation  Data.  The  CD/WII  DEIS 
documentation  states  that  both  observed  and  MM5  predicted 
precipitation  data  were  used  in  CALMET  to  generate  the  predpitation 
fields.  The  MM5  precipitation  patterns  and  amounts  likely  dont  match 
the  observed  values.  Specifying  both  of  these  data  sources  as  input  to 
CALMET  can  potentially  result  in  double  counting  of  the  precipitation. 
This  would  overstate  the  wet  scavenging  of  pollutants  and  understate  the 
concentration  and  visibility  impacts  at  sensitive  receptor  areas.  If  MM5 
predicted  precipitation  estimates  are  to  be  used,  then  they  must  be 
evaluated  against  the  observed  values  to  justUy  their  use. 

Kinematic  Effects  Treatment.  The  CD/WII  DEIS  CALMET  modeling  did 
not  specify  the  option  to  treat  kinematic  effects  such  as  blocking, 
deflection  and  channeling  of  wind  flow  by  complex  terrain.  Please 
provide  justification  for  the  failure  to  consider  these  effects  in  the 
CALMET  model. 

Incomplete  Meteorological  Database.  The  CD/wn  CALMET  modeling 
used  less  than  half  the  available  observed  surface  meteorological  data  for 
the  study  area.  Such  data  are  available  in  the  SWWYTAF  database 
prepared  by  Air  Resources  Specialist  for  CALMET  modeling.  The  Remote 
Automatic  Weather  Station  (RAWS]  and  the  Wyoming  Department  of 
Transportation  sites  were  excluded.  The  justification  was  that  these  data 
were  not  collected  for  the  spedflc  purpose  of  modeling.  However,  such 
data  were  used  in  the  Mount  Zirkel  VislbUHy  Study  and  other  CALMET 
modeling  studies  in  the  region.  The  standard  National  Weather  Station 
(NWS)  data  used  in  the  CD/WII  DEIS  CALMET  modeling  were  not 
collected  for  modeling.  The  CD/Wn  DEIS  CALMET  modeling  should  use 
all  data  available  and  provide  specific,  defensible  rationale  for  any  data 
exclusion. 

Puff  Splitting.  One  of  the  greatest  technical  limitations  of  CALPUFF  for 
far-field  modeling  in  complex  terrain  is  using  a  constant  wind  to  advect 
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peer-reviewed  reports  on  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures  to 
achieve  the  non-degradation  and  restoration  objectives. 

Indenendent  Science  Review.  Obtain  scientific  peer  review  managed  by 
the  Natural  Resources  Committee  of  the  Natioiial  Academy  of  Sciences. 
Budget  and  implement  the  work  of  both  the  extra-agency  science  work 
group  and  the  permanentiy  established  science  center. 

Public  Access  and  Review.  Provide  key  documents  in  draft  form  to 
interested  stakeholders  and  hold  frequent,  perhaps  quarterly,  public 
meetings  to  maintain  an  ongoing  interaction  with  the  public  in  all 
aspects  of  managing  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Gas 
Development  Project. 


We  recommend  that  the  Final  EIS  outline  the  various  adaptive 
management  options  including  strength  and  benefits  of  those  options.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  should  contain  the  essence  of  an  effective  and  efficient 
AEMP  including  the  involvement  of  multiple  stakeholders,  available  budgets, 
meeting  fcequendes,  and  the  use  of  independent  scientific  review  of  mitigation 
measures.  A  selection  of  an  AEMP  should  be  announced  in  the  Record  of 
Decision. 


AIROnALITf 

EPA  has  completed  an  analysis  of  the  air  quality  modeling  approach  and 
results  discussed  in  the  Technical  Report  and  DEIS.  Regardless  of  methods 
selected  (  METHOD  2  or  METHOD  4)  to  indicate  the  potential  for  visibility 
degradation  in  Cla^s  I  Areas  of  the  modeling  domain,  there  is  a  high  potential 
for  degradation.  Therefore,  effective  mitigation  measures  need  to  be  defined  to 
off-set  this  potential  degradation.  The  foUowing  comments  are  specific  to  the 
Technical  Support  Document  and  the  CALMET/CALPUFF  ModeL 

Tcghaical  Sunmin  Pocumeot 

Page  6,  Winter  Scaling  Factor.  The  Winter  Scaling  Factor  and  the  Non- 
winter  Scaling  Factors  for  the  Jonah  wells  are  significantly  lower  than  for 
other  fields.  Please  explain  this  difference  and  bow  the  factor  will  affect 
well  emissions. 

I  2.       Page  39,  Third  Paragraph.  Please  explain  the  reason  for  exduding  the 
8 1  transmissometer  data  on  exceedance  day  (Julian  Day  146)  at  Bridger, 

I  Fitzpatrick,  and  Popo  Agie.  What  type  of  "leather"  waa  occurring  7  How 
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the  puff  despite  the  horizontal  grid  cell  extent  of  the  puff  and  wind 
vaiiabflity  hi  vertical  layers.  CALPUFFS  has  a  puff  splitting  algorithm  to 
partly  address  this  issue.  During  periods  of  high  wind  shear,  the  puff  is 
split  to  allow  two  portions  to  be  advected  in  different  directions.  The 
CD/wn  DEIS  does  not  use  the  puff  spUtting  option.  Please  provide 
adequate  Justification  for  not  using  this  option. 

PMIO  Diy  Deposition.  A  geometric  mean  diameter  of  10  microns  with  a 
0  micron  standard  deviation  was  specified  as  input  to  CALPUFF  for 
calculating  PMIO  dry  deposition  rates.  PMlO  species  represents  all 
particulate  matter  components  fiom  0  to  10  microns.  The  treatment  of 
all  PM 10  species  as  having  a  geometric  mean  diameter  of  10  microns 
greatiy  overstates  the  average  size  of  the  PMIO  partides.  The  partide 
size  distribution  can  be  estimated  using  EPA's  "Compilation  of  Air 
Pollutant  Emission  Factors-AP-42",  Chapter  13.  Please  provide 
Justification  for  the  use  of  a  geometric  mean  diameter  of  10  microns  with 
a  0  micron  standard  deviation. 

Background  Ammonia.  The  CD/WH  DEIS  CALPUFF  modeling  used  a 
background  ammonia  concentration  of  10  ppb.  High  terrain  ammonia 
measurements  from  the  Mount  Zirkel  Visibility  Study  suggests  that  a 
maximum  value  of  approximatdy  1  ppb  is  more  appropriate.  In  addition, 
the  Interagency  Workgroup  on  Air  Quality  Modeling  (IWAQM)  Phase  2 
Report  suggests  a  background  ammonia  concentration  of  Ippb  for  arid 
lands.  Please  pnndde  a  rationale  for  the  use  of  lOppb  in  modeling. 

Relative  Humidity.  It  appears  that  day-spedfic  200m  vertically  averaged 
relative  humidity  predictions  from  the  MMS  model  were  used  in  both  the 
METHOD  2  and  METHOD  4  visibility  calculations.  If  MMS  predicted 
relative  humidity  (RH)  is  used  in  the  visibility  assessment,  it  must  be 
evaluated  against  the  observed  values  to  determine  accuracy  end 
^propriateness. 

METHOD  2.  This  Method  2  for  calculating  visibility  impacts  is  reported 
as  a  recommended  IWAQM  method.  However,  the  CD /WD  DEIS 
METHOD  2  approach  used  MMS  predicted  200m  vertically  averaged 
relative  humidity  values  rather  than  IMPROVE  site  stuface  seasonal 
values  recommended  by  IWAQM.  Surface  relative  hiunidlty  will  be  higher 
than  relative  humidity  aloft  so  the  vertical  averaging  of  relative  humidity 
will  understate  the  CALPUFF  extinction  estimation  due  to  new  sources. 
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1291)1  Letter  93  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  The  BLM  beUeves  the  procedures 
identified  for  monitoring,  evaluation,  review,  and  potential 
modification  (e.g.,  changed  mitigative  actions)  identified  in  the 
DEIS  Reclamation  Plan,  Transportation  Plan,  and  Wildlife 
Protection  Plan  (Appendices  A,  B,  and  D,  respectively)  provide 
for  adequate  adaptive  environmental  management  for  most,  if 
not  all,  resources  with  the  potential  for  significant  impacts.  The 
BLM  does  not  beUeve  an  adaptive  environmental  management 
plan  is  necessary  for  air  quahty  since  no  project-specific 
significant  air  quahty  impacts  are  anticipated,  and  in  any  event 
the  BLM  cannot  implement  specific  air  quahty  mitigations  smce 
we  have  no  authority  to  do  so.  The  following  provides  a  brief 
simimary  of  how  the  transportation,  reclamation,  and  wildlife 
protection  plans  provide  for  adaptive  environmental  management. 

The  Reclamation  Plan  (DEIS  Appendix  A)  involves  components 
designed  to  protect  or  otherwise  minimize  impacts  to  many  area 
resources  including  surface  and  ground  waters,  vegetation 
communities,  wildlife,  hvestock  grazing,  recreation,  and  visual 
resources.  The  process  to  assure  appropriate  reclamation  is 
provided  in  DEIS  Figure  A-1.1.  While  only  the  BLM  and 
Operators  are  involved  in  evaluating  reclamation  success,  the 
BLM  beUeves  the  success  criteria  presented  in  DEIS 
Section  A-6.3  are  adequate  and  that  reclamation  success 
determinations  do  not  require  alternate  agency  and/or  pubhc 
involvement. 

The  transportation  planning  process  as  identified  in  DEIS 
Appendix  B  and  the  associated  technical  support  document 
(BLM  1999a)  involves  components  designed  to  protect  virtually 
all  area  resources.  A  transportation  planning  committee  (TPC) 
that  includes  BLM,  Operators,  state  and  coimty  transportation 
departments,  WGFD,  landowners,  grazing  permittees, 
recreationists,  and  other  interested  parties  has  been  established. 
Road  development  and  closure  planning  in  the  CD/WIIPA  will 
involve  multiple  entity  involvement  on  an  annual  basis.  Where 
potential  problems  can  be  identified  prior  to  road  development, 
road  development  plans  may  be  changed.  Furthermore,  where 
problems  are  identified  after  roads  have  been  constructed,  the 
TPC  will  work  to  alleviate  these  situations.  Public  meetings  have 
been  identified  as  a  method  to  assist  in  resolution  of  issues  (see 
DEIS  Table  B-4.1). 

The  Wildlife  Protection  Plan  (DEIS  Appendix  D)  is  designed  to 
determme  the  extent  of  adverse  effects  occurring  to  sensitive 
wildlife  resources,  and  in  the  event  adverse  effects  are  foimd,  the 
plan  calls  for  increased  protection  measures.  Currently  proposed 
techniques  and  associated  responsibilities  are  shown  in  DEIS 
Tables  D-2.1,  D-2.2,  and  D-2.3,  and  the  BLM  beUeves  these 
measures  are  adequate  at  this  time.  An  annual  review  of  wildlife 
monitoring  techniques  and  data  is  provided  (see  DEIS 
Section  D-2.1)  and  opportunities  for  alternate  agency  (e.g., 
WGFD,  USFWS)  as  well  as  public  review  are  provided. 


The  BLM  beheves  that  an  adaptive  environmental  management 
program  for  surface  water  resources  in  the  CD/WIIPA  may  be 
appropriate  since  no  formal,  project-specific  surface  water  quahty 
or  quantity  monitoring  program  currently  exists.  However,  the 
BLM  beheves  existmg  surface  water  protection  measures  coupled 
with  transportation  and  reclamation  planning  as  presented  in  this 
EIS  would  adequately  protect  these  resources.  Nonetheless, 
modifications  have  been  made  in  this  FEIS  to  allow  for  the 
potential  to  mclude  an  adaptive  envu-onmental  management 
program  for  surface  water  resources.  If  requested  by  the  EPA, 
the  BLM  would  meet  to  further  discuss  the  adaptive 
environmental  resource  management  for  this  and  other  future 
projects. 

Comment  Response  2  -  As  clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text 
(Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative  Impacts),  "A  conservative  visibihty 
screening  level  analysis  indicated  that  proposed  project 
operations  might  result  in  a  perceptible  (1.0  deciview)  visibihty 
reduction  on  very  clear  days  at  several  of  the  PSD  Class  I  and  II 
sensitive  receptors,  therefore  a  more  refined  potential  visibihty 
impact  analysis  was  performed"  and  "As  shovm  in  Table  4.6,  the 
refmed  visibihty  impact  analysis  predicted  that  a  'just  noticeable 
change'  greater  than  1.0  deciview  would  occur  on  a  single  day  at 
only  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area.  This  predicted 
impact  woidd  not  occur  from  the  project  sources  or  the  'No 
Action'  sources  alone,  but  from  all  sources  combined  (total 
cumulative  soxirces)."  The  EIS  further  describes  the  USPS 
(Regions  2  and  4)  visibihty  significance  threshold  of  a 
0.5-deciview  Limit  of  Acceptable  Change,  and  that  based  "on  this 
more  restrictive  ^  of  a  'just  noticeable  change'  level,  cumulative 
operations  would  exceed  the  USES  'Lunit  of  Acceptable  Change' 
on  a  single  day  at  both  the  PSD  Class  I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area 
(1.69  deciview)  and  the  [federal]  PSD  Class  II  Savage  Run 
Wilderness  Area  (0.69  deciview).  These  predicted  impacts  would 
not  occur  from  the  project  sources  or  the  'No  Action'  sources 
alone,  but  from  all  sources  combmed  (total  cumulative  sources)." 

The  BLM  conducted  the  very  conservative,  but  much  sunpler, 
visibihty  screening  analysis  (method  2)  to  determine  if  potential 
visibihty  impacts  within  several  sensitive  receptors  was  possible. 
If  no  potential  impacts  were  predicted  using  the  very  conservative 
method,  then  no  further  analysis  was  necessary.  However, 
because  the  screening  analysis  did  not  preclude  a  potential  for 
significant  adverse  visibihty  impacts  and  based  on  the  BLM's 
experience  in  predicting  potential  visibihty  impacts  in  this  region 
for  previous  NEPA  assessments,  the  more  refmed  potential 
visibihty  impact  analysis  (method  4)  was  performed. 

The  BLM  provided  a  detailed  description  of  both  analyses' 
methods  and  results  in  a  separate  Air  Quahty  Technical  Support 
Document  (BLM  1999b),  which  was  available  to  the  general 
pubhc  upon  request  during  the  DEIS  comment  period.  Please 
also  see  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2,  Comment  Response  26. 

All  air  quahty  impact  assessment  materials  presented  in  the 
DEIS  represent  the  BLM's  "preferred  method  of  displaying  the 
potential  visibihty  degradation"  and  not  "the  proponents'." 


I 


In  addition,  DEIS  Table  4.6  does  not  present  "the  minimum 
number  of  days  of  potential  [visibility]  degradation."  As  clearly 
described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative  Impacts), 
"In  reviewing  these  predicted  cumulative  impacts,  it  is  important 
to  understand  the  'reasonable,  but  conservative'  assumptions 
made  regarding  potential  resource  development.  In  developing 
this  analysis,  there  is  uncertainty  regarding  ultimate  development 
(i.e.,  number  of  wells,  equipment  to  be  used,  specific  locations). 
The  analysis  was  also  based  on  a  'reasonably  foreseeable' 
development  scenario,  including  several  conservative 
assumptions."  After  detailing  the  conservative  assumptions,  the 
DEIS  clearly  concludes  "Based  on  these  numerous  'reasonable, 
but  conservative'  analysis  assumptions,  which  may  actually 
compoimd  one  another,  the  projected  impacts  represent  an  upper 
estimate  of  potential  air  quality  impacts  which  are  unlikely  to 
actually  be  reached." 

Comment  Response  3  -  The  Revised  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Voliune  I  - 
3.0  NOj  Mitigation)  has  been  revised  to  include  cost  effectiveness 
information. 

Comment  Response  4  -  As  required  by  NEPA  (40  C.F.R. 
1502.16(h),  the  DEIS  text  clearly  described  "means  to  mitigate 
adverse  environmental  impacts,"  including  applicant-committed 
mitigation,  additional  potential  BLM-required  mitigation,  and 
other  "mitigative  opportunities"  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  BLM's 
authority  (Section  4.1.1.5  Mitigation  and  Monitoring).  Although 
NEPA  does  require  the  lead  agency  (40  C.F.R.  1505.3(c))  "upon 
request,  [to]  inform  cooperating  or  commenting  agencies  on 
progress  on  carrying  out  mitigation  measures  which  they  have 
proposed  and  which  were  adopted  by  the  agency  making  the 
decision,"  actual  mitigation  selection  and  implementation,  and  the 
use  of  "a  formal  Adaptive  Environmental  Management  Plan,"  are 
not  required  by  NEPA.  Mitigation  measures  (including 
monitoring)  may  be  included  by  the  decisionmaker  in  the  ROD 
to  reduce  potential  significant  adverse  impacts. 

Comment  Response  5  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  1, 

above. 

Comment  Response  6  -  As  clearly  stated  in  the  DEIS  (Executive 
Summary,  Page  vi),  "Since  BLM  approved  activities  must  comply 
with  all  apphcable  local,  state,  tribal,  and  federal  air  quality  laws, 
statues,  regulations,  standards,  and  implementation  plans, 
significant  adverse  impacts  to  air  quality  are  not  anticipated  to 
occur  from  implementation  of  any  of  the  alternative  actions." 
The  technical  basis  for  this  conclusion  was  presented  in  the  DEIS 
(Section  4.1.1.  Air  Quality)  and  the  Air  Quality  Impact 
Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  (BLM  1999b). 

The  DEIS  did  not  predict  "a  high  potential  for  degradation"  of 
visibility  in  sensitive  areas,  nor  do  "effective  mitigation  measures 
need  to  be  defined  to  off-set  this  potential  degradation."  As 
clearly  described  in  the  DEIS  text  (Section  4.1.1.6  Cumulative 
Impacts),  "A  conservative  visibility  screening  level  analysis 
indicated  that  proposed  project  operations  might  result  in  a 
perceptible  (1.0  deciview)  visibility  reduction  on  very  clear  days 
at  several  of  the  PSD  Class  I  and  n  sensitive  receptors,  therefore 
a  more  refined  potential  visibility  impact  analysis  was  performed" 
and  "As  shown  in  DEIS  Table  4.6,  the  refined  visibility  impact 
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analysis  predicted  that  a  'just  noticeable  change'  greater  than 
1.0  deciview  would  occur  on  a  single  day  at  only  the  PSD  Class 
I  Rawah  Wilderness  Area."  After  detailing  the  conservative 
assumptions  used  in  the  refined  visibihty  impact  analysis,  the 
DEIS  clearly  concluded  "Based  on  these  numerous  'reasonable, 
but  conservative'  analysis  assumptions,  which  may  actually 
compound  one  another,  the  projected  impacts  represent  an  upper 
estimate  of  potential  air  quahty  impacts  which  are  unlikely  to 
actually  be  reached."  Please  also  see  Comment  Response  2, 
above,  and  FEIS  Section  7.2.79.2,  Comment  Response  1. 

Comment  Response  7  -  Scaling  factors  were  initially  developed 
to  accoimt  for  well  heater  operation  schedules  provided  by  the 
field  Operators.  In  the  case  of  Jonah  11,  Snyder  Oil  Company 
provided  specific  well  heater  operating  cycle  information.  The 
dehydrator  heaters  were  estimated  to  operate  year-roimd,  for  at 
most  15  minutes  per  hour.  The  separator  heaters  were  estimated 
to  operate  from  October  through  April,  for  at  most  15  minutes 
per  hour.  Scaling  factors  were  used  in  the  modeling  to  adjust 
full  load  emission  rates  to  account  for  the  heater  operatmg 
schedules.  Lacking  similar  specific  operating  cycle  information, 
the  dehydrator  heaters  in  other  well  fields  were  assumed  to 
operate  year-roimd,  for  30  minutes  per  hour,  and  separator 
heaters  operated  full  time  during  the  winter  months  (October  - 
March). 

In  addition,  the  scaling  factors  developed  for  well  heater 
schedules  were  used  to  adjust  modeled  well  field  emissions, 
based  on  the  WDEQ-AQD  recently  permitted  source  inventory. 
Therefore,  each  set  of  scaling  factors  varies  between  each  well 
field  to  account  for  sources  that  were  included  in  the  WDEQ- 
AQD  emissions  inventory. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  Bridger  transmissometer  database 
includes  the  category  "number  of  readings  not  in  average  due  to 
weather."  All  24  hours  in  Julian  day  146  were  excluded  due  to 
weather.  There  is  no  code  indicating  exactly  what  the  weather 
was  during  that  day  although  the  relative  humidity  was  at  or 
above  93%  for  17  hours.  Since  the  measured  visual  extinction  on 
day  146  is  not  known,  then  the  refmed  visibility  analysis 
(method  4)  cannot  be  applied. 

Comment  Response  9  -  As  clearly  reported  in  of  the  Air  Quahty 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume 
n  -5.2  Visibility  Impacts),  "Any  one-day  and  two-day  gaps 
throughout  the  year  are  filled  by  interpolation  of  measured 
extinction  values  for  the  previous  valid  day  and  the  following 
valid  day.  This  brings  the  number  of  valid  days  of  analysis  for 
the  Bridger  Wilderness  Area  to  307  (267  + 16  + 14),  and  for  Rocky 
Mountain  National  Park  to  319  (276+19  +  24),  providing  nearly 
84%  and  87%  data  recovery,  respectively." 

In  addition.  Appendix  E  (a)  -  Daily  Summary  of  Bridger 
Transmissometer  Data  indicated  that  approximately  65% 
(2,461  hours  of  the  total  3,765)  of  the  invalid  hours  were  weather 
related  for  which  no  visibility  impact  analysis  can  be  performed. 
Similarly,  Appendix  E  (b)  -  Daily  Summary  of  Rocky  Mountain 
National  Park  Transmissometer  Data  indicated  that 
approxunately  93%  (3,479  hours  of  the  total  3,753)  of  the 
"invalid"  hours  were  weather-related. 
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This  compares  to  only  a  47%  valid  1995  nephelometer  data 
recovery  for  the  "Mt.  Ziikd  Wilderness  Area  Reasonable 
Attribution  Study  of  VisibiUty  Impairment"  (Watson  et  al.  1996), 
where  the  instrument  was  not  operated  23%  of  the  year,  26%  of 
the  possible  data  were  effected  by  weather  (even  mcluding 
measurements  up  to  95%  relative  humidity),  and  nearly  4%  other 
invalid  data.  The  theoretical  maxunum  data  recovery  for 
reconstructed  extinction  from  IMPROVE  fine  particulate 
samplers  is  only  29%  (two  24-hoiu-  samples  per  week). 

The  DEIS  clearly  used  and  reported  the  most  complete  and 
representative  background  optical  data  available  to  predict 
potential  visibihty  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives.  In  addition,  it  is  just  as  possible  the  missing  13  to 
16%  transmissometer  data  would  Mt  lead  to  an  xmder-estimation 
of  potential  impacts  as  "could  lead  to  an  imderestimation  of 
potential  impacts." 

Comment  Response  10  -  The  concern  that  using  MM5  and 
observed  data  could  lead  to  "double  counting"  of  the  precipitation 
(and  therefore  over  estimation  of  the  wet  deposition)  is  not 
justified.  The  precipitation  from  MM5  was  not  added  to  the 
observed  values.  Rather,  the  data  sets  were  merged  in  a  way  to 
^ve  weight  to  the  observed  data  in  areas  near  the  observational 
stations  and  to  give  weight  to  the  MM5  data  in  areas  where  no 
observations  were  made.  The  MM5  data  were  adjusted  to  reflect 
the  spatial  patterns  of  precipitation  in  the  PRISM 
(Parameter-elevation  Regressions  on  Independent  Slopes  Model) 
data  set,  developed  by  Dr.  Christopher  Daly  of  Oregon  State 
University  (USDA-NRCS  1998). 

Comment  Response  11  -  The  CALMET  simulations  did  include 
terrain  effects  such  as  slope  flows  (ISLOPE=l)  and  terrain 
channeling  (Froude  number)  effects  (IFRADJ=1).  The 
kinematics  effects  option  was  not  used  (IKINE  =  0)  in  accordance 
with  the  recommended  (default)  model  settings  because  this 
option  may  produce  imrealistically  high  wind  speeds  in  Layer  2 
when  relatively  small  grid  sizes  are  used.  Any  fine-scale 
simulations  with  IKINE  =  1  could  potentially  contain 
inappropriate  Layer  2  winds. 

Comment  Response  12  -  The  context  in  which  the  data  were 
used  must  be  considered.  In  this  project,  unlike  the  Mount 
Zirkel  Visibility  Study,  hourly  MM5  predictions  on  a  20-km  grid 
were  available  to  initialize  the  CALMET  wind  fields.  As 
indicated  in  the  Air  Quality  Impact  Assessment  Technical 
Support  Document  text  (Volume  11  -  3.3  Meteorological  Data 
Base),  the  OA/QC  protocols  followed  at  the  secondary 
meteorological  sites  were  less  stringent  than  those  required 
under  EPA  PSD  monitoring  guidelines  (ARS  1997).  There  is  also 
a  question  as  to  the  siting  of  some  of  the  monitors  and  the 
representativeness  of  the  data  relative  to  larger  scale  flow 
patterns.  Although  the  data  might  be  quite  suitable  for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  collected,  they  do  not  meet  the 
requirements  for  modeling  purposes.  Rather  than  potentially 
degrade  the  wmd  fields  by  introducmg  potentially  non- 
representative  data  into  a  relatively  data-rich  environment  (due 
to  the  MM5  data),  the  secondary  sites  were  not  used. 

Comment  Response  13  -  The  general  IWAQM  recommended 
procedure  is  to  exclude  puff  splitting.  The  puff  splitting  option 


is  available  to  address  special  cases  where  there  is  evidence  of 
important  shear  effects,  but  for  the  Proposed  Action  and 
alternatives,  there  is  no  reason  to  beUeve  shear  is  important 
during  the  critical  periods. 

Comment  Response  14  -  The  actual  particle  size  distribution  of 
the  potential  particulate  matter  emissions  in  unknown.  In 
reviewing  data  for  mining  operations,  the  particle  sizes  varied 
significantly  based  on  the  type  of  operation  and  the 
meteorological  conditions.  The  use  of  a  10  micron  diameter  is 
one  limit  of  the  possible  range.  It  is  possible  to  model  a  lower 
range  as  well  and  to  put  bounds  on  the  uncertainty  of  the  results 
due  to  this  unknown  factor.  However,  primary  particulate  matter 
was  not  a  significant  factor  in  the  air  quality  impact  analysis 
(including  critical  visibihty  events),  so  this  detailed  further 
analysis  is  not  necessary. 

Comment  Response  15  -  Because  local  ammonia  monitoring  data 
are  not  available,  the  CALPUFF  default  value  of  10  parts  per 
biUion  (ppb)  ammonia  was  used  in  the  analysis.  This  value  is 
designed  as  a  conservative  assimiption,  favoring  the  formation  of 
secondary  particulate  matter  and  resulting  visibility  unpacts. 
Assuming  only  1  ppb  backgroimd  ammonia  could  limit  gas  to 
particle  conversion,  and  understate  potential  visibility  impacts. 

Comment  Response  16  -  The  hourly  relative  himiidity  values 
used  in  the  visibihty  calculations  were  derived  from  the  nearest 
MM5  grid  point  to  the  receptor.  A  vertical  average  from  the 
surface  to  200  m  above  the  surface  was  used  in  the  calculations. 
Although  no  detailed  comparison  of  the  MM5  relative  humidity 
predictions  to  the  measured  values  was  done,  the  quaUtative 
patterns  produced  by  MM5  are  reasonable.  Given  the  known 
deficiencies  of  the  observed  data  (i.e.,  limited  or  no  data 
collected  in  the  higher  terrain  areas,  near-surface  values  only, 
potentially  missing  data,  etc.),  the  comprehensive  MM5  data 
were  determined  to  be  appropriate.  Please  also  see  Comment 
Response  17,  below. 

Comment  Response  17  -  As  clearly  stated  in  the  Air  Quality 
Impact  Assessment  Technical  Support  Document  text  (Volume 
n  -  4.3  Meteorological  Modeling  Options),  "The  relative  himiidity 
used  to  determine  F^,  has  been  computed  as  a  200-meter  vertical 
average  of  the  humidity  predicted  at  the  nearest  MM5  grid  pomt 
to  the  receptor.  This  allows  for  terrain  effects  on  relative 
humidity  to  be  better  evaluated  than  if  surface-based  relative 
himiidity  measurements  at  the  NWS  stations  were  used.  The 
NWS  stations  tend  to  be  located  in  flat  areas  at  lower  elevations 
than  the  sensitive  areas  of  interest.  The  200  m  vertical  average 
is  intended  as  a  compromise  between  the  desire  for  a  near- 
surface  relative  humidity  value  (reflecting  the  presence  of  the 
observer  at  the  surface)  and  that  for  a  vertical  average  to 
represent  the  distribution  of  the  pollutants  in  the  vertical  sight 
path."  Relative  humidity  measurements  observed  at  the 
transmissometer  location  have  the  same  limitation.  This  text  also 
clearly  stated  "In  CALPOST  method  2,  the  hygroscopic 
component  of  the  background  is  subject  to  the  same  relative 
humidity  adjustment  as  the  modeled  primary  and  secondary 
particulate  matter  concentrations."  Please  also  see  Comment 
Response  16,  above. 
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ContinentEl  Divide/Wamsutter  II  Gaa  Development  Project  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  enviroomental  impact  statement  (EIS)  and  provide  the 
following  comments  pursimnt  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1 973, 03  amended  (Ac:). 

We  imdcTTtsnd  the  preferred  alternative  consists  of  gas  field  development  including  Ac 
development  of  up  to  1^00  natural  gas  well^  on  Federal  land,  an  additional  1^00  wella  to  be 
developed  on  privwe  and  State  lands,  1,500  miles  of  new  roads,  1.500  miles  of  new  pipelines, 
and  ancillary  facilities  in  Carbon  and  Sweetwater  counties,  Wyoming.  Alternative  A  is 
wbstantially  the  same  with  the  exception  of  a  stirfiice  diswrbance  limit  of  14-acres  per  section  of 
Federal  sur&ce  in  designated  Sensitive  Resource  Areas  (SRA's).  Alternative  B  differs  only  in 
that  the  surface  disnirbance  limit  in  SRA's  is  increased  to  30  acres  pa  section  of  Federal  sur&ce. 

Genenl  Cnmmenta  on  the  Draft  EIS 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  reduce  project  impacts  through  Uie  planning  efforts  contained  m 
tbe  Reclamation,  Transportation,  and  Wildlife  Protection  plans.  Once  instituted,  they  will  help 
reduce  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated  with  project  development.  While  wc 
lecommend  some  changes  to  Alternative  A,  in  its  current  form  it  is  preferable  to  tbe  E*refeired 
Alteicadve.  We  strongly  lecommend  Alternative  A  be  selected  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

We  are  concerned  with  ±e  approach  tiie  documeot  takes  to  the  NEPA  process.  Differences 
between  tbe  preferred  altemadve,  Alternative  A ,  and  Altemative  B  are  little  slight,  suggesting 
that  a  ftiil  range  of  aLlcmatives  contemplated  by  NEPA  was  not  considered.  Because  of  tbe 
"checlartxjaid'  Federal  and  non-Federal  ownership.  AJtematives  A  or  B  as  written  may  ftirther 
reduce  this  range,  depending  on  development  activities.  For  example,  under  either  alternative,  if 
gas  resources  are  developed  in  SRA's,  operators  may  concentrate  development  off  Federal 
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per  well.  The  use  of  four  different  values  estimating  iong-tenn  disturbance  (11.2  acres/well  in 
die  RMP;  9.0  acres/well  based  on  an  un-described  analysis  of  current  conditions;  4.02  acres/well 
for  other  projects;  and  2.77  acres/well  for  this  projea)  raises  questions  and  concerns.  These 
differences  need  to  be  explained  more  fully  in  the  final  EIS.  and  their  impacts  cotuidered  here 
and  in  the  RMP.  If  2.77  acres  per  well  is  an  underestimate,  a  more  accurate  value  should  be 
used.  If  not,  logical  justification  for  why  it  is  accurate  should  be  provided.  The  analyses  that 
provided  these  estimates  ums  difficult  to  follow.  A  clear  explanation  of  the  methodology  used 
tor  estimating  dismrbed  acres  per  well  is  necessary  to  understand  this  important  issue  and  should 
be  mctuded  in  the  final  EIS. 

I  2.1.  The  Pronoaed  Action 
J-  I  Fifb'  water  wells  are  proposed  but  dieir  depth  and  location  remain  undetermined.  If  these  wells 
^  I  are  tributary  to  the  Platte  or  Colorado  river  systems,  formal  consultation  pursuant  to  the  Act  will 
be  required  to  address  impacts  to  listed  species. 

2.2.  Alternative  A 


SRA's  should  be  defmed  and  described  fully  before  their  discussion  in  this  section.  What 
resources  are  being  protected?  How  will  the  SRA's  achieve  this  protection?  What  alternative 
mitigation  measures  might  achieve  the  same  level  of  protection?  Answers  to  these  questions  are 
necessary  to  develop  alternative  mitigation  meostirej  to  apply  in  SRA'a  if  dismrbed  area  criteria 
must  be  waived  due  to  drainage  of  Federai  minerals. 

A  maximiun  of  14  acres  of  disturbance,  or  two  wells,  per  Federal  section  in  SRA's  appean 
arbitrary.  The  statement  "The  i4-acre  maximum  surfiice  disturbance  criieria  was  developed  . . . 
based  on  public,  agency,  and  resource  specialist  concerns  regarding  potential  impacts  to  sensitive 
resourees. . ."  does  tittle  to  explain  and  document  the  logic  leading  to  this  restriction.  Such  a 
restriction  is  also  too  vague  to  offer  protecdon  v/ithout  ottier  implementing  rules  addressing 
actual  well  spacing,  overall  average  well  density,  and  levels  of  development  on  adjocem  State 
and  private  lands. 

Paragraph  2  on  page  2-5  appears  to  conflict  with  numbers  in  Table  Z 1 .   From  Table  2.1, 
development  of  I  well  will  produce  7.6  acres  of  new,  short-term  disturbance  (2.6  acres  of  pad  + 
approx.  5  acres  of  rood  and  pipeline).  This  is  consistent  with  7.5  acres  per  well  estimated  finm 
Table  2.1  (22,400  acres  new  disturbance  /  3.000  new  wells).  Based  on  this,  the  14-acre  criterion 
is  equivalent  to  development  of  2  wells  per  sectloo.  However,  the  text  states  operators  would  be 
able  to  develop  I  to  3  wells  in  addition  to  1  for  exploratory  purposes.  This  would  total  4  welb  or 
30  acres  of  new  disturbance.  We  recommend  you  check  for  consistency  in  your  calciUatioas  and 
estimates  of  disturbance  or  describe  the  methodology  used  to  reach  these  conclusions. 

The  statement  (page  2-5,  paragraph  5)  To  accommodate  sin&ce  disturbance  limitation 
requirements,  Operators  may  limit  surface  dismrbance  through . . .  selecdon  of  alternative 
locations  for  ancillary  focilities  (e.g.,  outside  SRA's  or  off  Federal  surface)"  appears  to  treat 
monagementof  SRA's  OS  only  B  technicality  of  work  on  Federal  sur&ce.  We  recognize 
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surfece,  resulting  in  an  overall  disturbance  density  no  diffaeul  than  outtide  of  SRA's. 
Furthermort,  this  concentration  of  development  off  Federal  surface  may  lead  to  faster  drainage 
of  FedcTul  gas  rcsouroes,  in  which  case  both  altemanves  require  surface  disturbance  restrictions 
be  waived  to  protect  Federal  revenues.   The  result  is  these  alternatives  even  more  closely 
resemble  the  prefwred  alternative.  Review  of  Table  2.6,  Sunmiaiy  of  Impacts,  largely  bears  om 
this  coorluaioD. 

One  way  to  improve  these  alternatives  would  be  to  taclude  additional  mitigation  measures  in 
SRA's  that  are  not  associated  with  acres  of  surface  disturiunce  and  are  thus  independent  of 
problems  associated  with  protecting  drainage  of  Federal  minerals.  For  example,  use  of  above- 
ground  power  lines  could  be  restricted  in  the  vicinity  of  s^e  grouse  leks  or  nesting  habitat  to 
reduce  predator  perch  sites.  With  a  clearer  undcratanding  of  nature  of  the  SRA's  and  the 
resources  they  are  designed  to  protect,  other  such  mitigation  measures  could  be  suggested.  The 
Snal  EIS  should  be  reformulated  in  this  maimer  to  analyze  the  Impacts  of  a  broader  range  of 
alternatives. 

SoKlfle  Cnmrnwit^  nn  the  Draft  EIS 

1.2.4.  Land  TJg^PlanmT^B 


We  are  concerned  with  the  interpretation  of  guidelines  laid  out  in  the  Great  Divide  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  as  they  relate  to  activities  proposed  in  the  draft  EIS.  The  draft  EIS 
acknowledges  that  the  proposed  Project  will  surpass  the  level  of  oil  and  gas  development 
foreseen  m  the  RMP.  In  response  to  this,  the  draft  EIS  Evoposes  that  improved  operating 
procedures  will  reduce  the  surface  area  disturbed  per  well  and  fr^fliTnnin  the  level  of  disturbance 
below  reasonably  foreseeable  estimates  in  the  RMP  based  on  total  disturbed  acres.  Hovwver,  the 
impacts  of  a  well  site  or  road  extend  past  the  direct  disturbance  of  the  project  fooqmnL  Traffic^ 
noise,  and  other  physical  habitat  alterations  enlarge  the  area  of  disturbance  past  the  acreage  of 
sur&ce  disturbance.  While  acreage  of  surface  disturbance  is  a  valid  index  of  environmental 
impact,  it  b  not  the  only  one.  Total  number  of  wells  or  miles  of  road  or  pipeline  ore  other  valid 
indices  of  environmental  impact  and  should  also  be  coosideicd  when  assessing  overall  impacts, 
regardless  of  acres  of  mnr&ce  disturbance. 

In  light  of  this,  impact  assessment  and  planning  decisions  should  be  revisited  prior  to  exceeding 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  development  estimtte  from  the  Great  Divide  RMP  as  measured  by 
mimber  of  wells  developed.  This  is  especially  true  given  new  iidbnnation  including  tbe  proposal 
to  list  the  mountain  plover  (Charadrius  moniamts)  as  threatened  under  tbe  Act  and  new  leaearch 
regarding  impacts  to  sage  grouse  (Cen/rocerrui  urophaatarms).  Tbe  RMP  should  be  levisittd 
before  the  eatrroated  1,440  well  locations  ore  exceeded. 

I  Calculations  of  dismrbance  in  the  draft  EIS  for  tiie  Creston/Blue  Qap,  Mulligan  Draw,  Hay 
Rjeservoir,  Sierra  Madre,  Dripping  Rock  and  South  fiaggs  project  (other  projects)  wells  suggests 
that  there  are  only  4.02  acres  of  long-term  disturbance  per  well  (1,200  acica  /  298  wells).  The 
Commental  Divide/Waitisutter  II  (CIVWII)  project  proposes  Z77  acres  of  long-term  disturbance 
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development  on  private  or  State  lands  cannot  be  significantly  restricted  by  the  BLM.  However. 
where  adjacent  non-Federal  lands  within  SRA's  have  dewloped  beyond  the  designated  limit  Ssr 
the  SRA,  Federal  lands  development  should  be  restricted  to  maintain  compliance  with  the  intern 
of  this  alternative  (i.e.,  mointeiumce  of  average  14-acre  maximum  surface  disturbance  across  the 
SRA  or  some  part  of  it).  As  an  alternative,  mitigation  to  protect  these  sensitive  resources  mi*y  be 
proposed  that  is  not  based  on  disturbed  acres  but  some  other  meaningful  management  tooL 

The  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragnph  on  page  2-8  essentially  removes  all  restrictions  that 
differentiate  tbe  preferred  altemative  &om  alternauve  A  when  draitutge  of  Federal  minerals  is 
occurring  in  SRA's.  Thus,  potentially,  alternative  A  of^srs  no  real  mitigation  to  protect  surface 
resources  associated  with  the  SRA's  where  they  overlap  oil  and  gas  resources.  The  final  EIS 
should  develop  some  more  stringent  mitiganon  requirements  to  protect  SRA  resoun^es  where 
they  will  come  in  conflict  with  development  of  non-Federal  surfiice.  Also,  a  section  should  be 
included  that  explains  tbe  logical  process  and  criteria  used  to  determine  that  drainage  is  actually 
occurring. 

2.3  Altemaiive  B 

As  this  is  essentially  the  same  as  Alternative  A  with  a  30-acre  dismrbance  limit  in  SRA's  rather 

than  14  acres,  comments  on  Altsniative  A  apply  equally  to  this  section. 


10 
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2.6.2.  Proieci-wide  Pevelcmment  SoecificaOQns 

The  final  EIS  should  clarify  if  lemovol  and  stockpiling  of  topsoU  included  in  estimates  of 
disturbed  acreage.  If  not.  it  should  be  included.  As  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of 
the  associated  road  networic  is  likely  to  have  the  largest  impact  on  wildlife,  all  measures  to 
mintmtw'  (he  surfsce  disturbance  of  rood  construction  will  benefii  wildlife. 

2.6J.  Well  Pad  Construction 


There  is  no  discussion  of  reserve  pit  design  to  protea  wildlife.  As  little  is  5  yean  ago  an 
estimated  2  tnillion  migratory  birds  were  losf  each  year  to  oil  pits  throughout  the  United  States. 
Since  then,  the  oil  industry  has  taken  measures  to  prevent  mignuory  bird  deaths  in  oil  [rits  and 
mortalities  have  decreased  signlficantiy.  Wildlife  mortally  preventative  measures  should  be  as 
integral  port  of  the  proposed  action. 

Birds  are  attracted  to  oil  pita  by  mistaking  them  for  natural  bodies  of  water.  Tbe  sticky  nature  of 
oil  entraps  birds  in  the  pits  and  they  die  from  exposure  and  exhoustioa  Birds  thai  do  manage  to 
escape  can  die  from  starvodon  or  the  toxic  effects  of  oil  ingested  during  preening.  Waterfowl 
ingesting  sub-lethal  doies  of  oil  con  experience  impaired  reprtxhiction.  Additionally,  female 
aquatic  birds  returning  m  their  nests  with  oil  on  their  feathers  can  inadvertentiy  apply  tbe  oil  to 
the  eggs.  Microliter  amounts  of  oil  applied  externally  to  eggs  are  extremely  toxic  to  bird 
embryos.  Scavengers  and  predators  can  also  suffer  adverse  effects  by  consuming  oiled  birds. 

A  study  of  bird  mortaUty  in  oil  pita  in  Wyoming  eoaductad  by  Brent  J.  Eamoil  for  the  Univentity 
of  Wyoming  demonstrated  that  detetients  such  as  flagging,  strobe  lights,  metal  teflectois  and 
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no'iK  rnflkcn  were  not  effective  at  prevenring  bird  mortaliiies  from  occurring  in  these  pits. 
Esmoil  did  not  find  any  mortality  in  pits  Mmpleteiy  covered  with  netting  or  wire  meab. 

The  analysis  should  address  measures  to  prevent  migratory  bird  and  other  wildlife  mortality  in 
producbon  pita,  emergency  spill  pits  or  other  open  tanlcs  and  pits  containing  oil  or  fluids 
produced  by  the  condensation  process.  While  pits  containing  produced  fiuida  are  frequently 
smaller  than  reserve  pits,  they  are  also  attractive  and  dangerous  to  wildlife.  Oil  and  produced 
fluids  accumulating  in  the  surface  of  these  pits  should  be  cleaned  up  immediately  or  the  pit  or 
tank,  should  be  enclosed  with  netting  or  other  means  to  physically  exclude  migratory  birds  and 
other  wildlife.  Because  of  their  smaller  312=.  produced  fluid  pits  may  be  fully  enclosed  easily  fr)r 
evaporation  in  "tin  horns.'  We  recommend  this  be  the  preferred  method  of  handling  such  waste. 

I  2.6.4.I>riHing  Operation 

Sources  of  water  needed  for  drilling  must  be  identified.  If  these  sources  are  tributary  10  the  Platte 
I  or  Galorado  river  systems,  formal  consultation  pursuant  to  the  Act  will  be  necessary. 

I  2.6.12  Reclamation  and  Abandonment 

Caps  placed  on  abandoned  weils  should  be  less  than  1  meter  toll.  Tall  caps  are  relatively 
I  permaneni  structures,  providing  hunting  perches  for  raptors  and  Corvids  not  previously  present 

on  the  landscape. 
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2.6.13.9.  WiidHfg  and  Fisheries 

Point  15,  regarding  mountain  plover  habitat  and  surveys,  is  inaccurate.  Cuirent  survey  protocob 

are  attached  for  updating  this  scctioa  Note  that  the  window  of  opportunity  for  conducting  the 

necessary  surveys  is  short  and  will  reqtiirt  integration  with  other  project-ralattd  planning 

activities. 

If  mountain  plovers  are  observed  in  the  survey  area  or  knovm  concentration  areas  are  to  be 
developed,  we  recommend  initiation  of  conference  with  the  Service  for  project  review  and 
assessmem  as  allowed  under  the  Act.  We  further  recommend  diai  language  under  the  last  bullet 
item  under  Point  1 5  be  changed.  Rather  than  "Where  practical,  no  new  surface-disturbing 
activities  would  be  conducted  . . .  within  200  m  of  identified  mountain  plover  concentration  areas 
. . .,"  this  section  should  state  that  the  BLM  will  initiate  informal  conferencing  with  the  Service 
prior  to  permitting  or  initiating  sur&cedistiubance  within  200  m  ofknown  concentration  areas, 
regardless  of  the  season.  This  is  prudent  because  certain  projects  tnay  permanently  alter  suitable 
habitat,  qualifying  as  "lake"  should  the  plover  be  listed  and  possibly  leading  to  jeopardy  to  the 
species. 

Point  16,  regarding  black-footed  ferret  survey  requirements  needs  clarificatioiL  While  the 
Operators  may  be  involved  in  discussions  regarding  section  7  cwnpliance  of  the  permitting 
activity,  rcspoDsibiiity  lies  with  the  BLM  to  review  projects  for  the  necessity  of  surveys.  When  a 
Federal  action  will  lead  lo  disturbance  within  a  piuirie  dog  colony,  BLM  personnel  should 
consult  the  Service's  Black-footed  Ferret  Survev  Guidelines  for  Comoliance  with  the 
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appropriate  legal  means,  and  if  access  is  stil!  denied,  any  analyses  will  be  done  using  "alternate 
methods."  We  assume  this  refers  to  remote  sensing  and  related  techniques. 

However,  disoission  of  this  topic  in  a  memo  to  Field  Managers  from  the  Associate  State  Director 
of  BLM  dated  February  23,  1999,  states,  "If  the  plant  and  wildlife  inventory  work  can't  be 
accomplished  [after  pursuing  legal  means  of  obtaining  access]  then  the  desired  activity  will  have 
to  wait  Until  this  information  con  be  gathered."  We  believe  that  some  information  regarding  the 
presence  of  federally  listed  species  or  sititable  habitat  can  only  be  obtained  from  on-the-ground 
surveys,  and  therefore  analyses  using  "alternate  methods"  may  not  be  acceptable  for  assessing 
00     project  impacts  to  federally  listed  species  and  siutable  habitat  In  such  cases,  it  will  be  necessary 
^^     to  assume  thai  the  species  or  suitable  habitat  is  present  and  plan  accordingly  or,  as  the  memo 
directs,  wait  until  this  information  can  be  gathered. 

This  applies  equally  to  development  of  Federal  minerals  beiow  private  surfece  and  projects  not 
direcUy  related  to  subsurface  estate  (e.g.,  issuance  of  ROW  permits).  The  memo  is  instructive  in 
this  matter.  Where  a  ROW  involves  both  public  and  private  surface,  "the  BLM  may  effecttveiy 
control  where  the  ROW  will  go  through  a  Plan  of  Development,  even  on  non-Federal  lands." 
Such  control  imposes  responsibility  and  therefore  requires  BLM  to  obtain  and  analyze 
information  necessary  to  avoid  or  minimize  all  impacts  to  federally  listed  species  and  suitable 
habitat  affected  by  the  project,  whether  on  Federal  or  oon-Fcdeial  surface. 

Properly  identifying  the  interrelated  and  inierdependeni  effects  of  Federal  actions  and  assessing 
impacts  to  federally  listed  species  and  their  habitats  on  both  Federal  and  non-Federal  surface  will 
benefit  all  parties  involved.  Take"  of  federally  listed  species  is  a  violation  of  section  9  of  the  act 
regardless  of  whether  it  is  carried  out  as  part  of  a  Federal,  State,  or  private  action.  Two  means  of 
permicUng  incidental  take  exist  under  the  Act:  issuance  of  a  biological  opinion  and  incidental 
take  statement  pursuant  to  section  7;  and  issuance  of  an  incidental  take  permit  associated  with  an 
approved  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  (HCP)  pursuant  to  section  10  of  the  Act.  Consultation 
under  section  7  is  the  more  expedient  means  of  permitting  incidental  take.  Thus,  when  actions 
on  private  lands  tnay  be  considered  "intcrteiated  and  interdepciKient''  to  a  Federal  action,  project 
proponents  may  be  more  quickly  and  easily  protected  from  violating  the  Act  by  the  incidental 
lake  statement  of  a  biological  opinion  resulting  from  formal  consultation  with  the  Service.  This 
process  may  only  proceed  where  the  BLM  recognizing  the  interrelated  and  interdependent  nature 
of  projects  on  non-Federal  surface  during  consultation  and  gathers  sufficient  inibraiatioa  to  allow 
a  clear  analysis  of  oU  projea  impacts. 

General  Comment!  Qp  ^^ppendlx  D.  Wildlife  Protection  Plan 

This  section  ouUins  a  Guriy  ambitious  program  of  inventory  and  monitoring.  Whfle  we 
commend  BLM's  efforts  to  protect  wildlife  resources  in  this  manner,  this  program  will  require 
23     sis^cant  efforts  and  costs  in  data  collection,  analysis  and  report  writing.  There  is  not  clear 

identification  of  who  will  bear  the  fircal  responsibility  frir  some  tasks.  For  example,  the  fbotaote 
to  tables  D-2.I  and  D-2.2  stating  "With  Operator  assistance,  h  is  anticipated  that  agency 
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Endangered  Species  Alt  (Ferret  Survey  Guidelines).  This  document  clearly  defines  situations 
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wrtiere  surveys  are  required  to  clear  ground-disturbing  activities  for  compliance  with  the  Act 
Due  to  some  recent  confusion  among  BLM  personnel  over  interpretation  of  the  Ferret  Survey 
Guidelines,  we  reconmiend  initiation  of  informal  consultation  prior  to  poimitting  ground- 
disturbing  activities  within  prairie  dog  towns  or  complexes.  Pomt  16  should  be  changed  to 
reflect  this  pnxress. 

To  reiterate.  Point  18  should  be  changed  to  state  that  no  water  tributary  to  the  Platte  or  Colorado 
river  systems  will  be  utilized  vrithout  first  consulting  with  the  Service  fi:r  effects  to  downstream 
listed  species  pursuant  to  tiie  Act 

3.2,4.1.  Federal  Tlireatened.  Endangered.  Candidate,  and  Special  Status  Specie 
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The  status  of  the  mountain  plover  has  changed.  In  the  Federal  Register  dated  Febraaiy  16, 1999, 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  gave  notice  of  a  proposal  to  list  the  mountain  plover 
(Charadrius  momanus)  as  a  threatened  species  pursuant  to  the  AcL  Regulations  at  50  CFR 
402.10  allow  .for  conferencing  with  the  Service  on  any  action  the  Federal  agency  determines  may 
affea  a  proposed  species,  and  require  confiamcing  with  the  Service  on  any  action  which  is  likely 
to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  any  proposed  species.  On  page  7599  of  the  proposed 
rule  to  list  the  mountain  plover  (copy  attached),  the  Service  has  identiSed  some  actions  tiiat  will 
likely  trigger  section  7  conferencing. 

Power  poles  provide  hunting  perotws  for  raptors  and  or  consequently  avoided  by  sage  grouae. 
Avoidance  is  great  enough  ttiat  suitable  habitat  within  ^^-mile  of  power  poles  may  be  unused  by 
sage  grouse.  This  appears  to  be  true  whetiier  or  not  there  are  actual  perch  sites  available  on  tiiese 
poles.  Eased  on  this  fiun,  linear  filatures  wtiich  provide  such  elevated  perch  sites  should  not  be 
granted  exceptions  to  the  I/4-mile  buffer  around  Ick  sites  as  stated  in  the  texL  In  &ct,  they 
should  be  further  restricted  to  a  minimiun  '/^-mile  buffer  to  mitigate  impacts  to  sage  grouse.  We 
recommend  you  contact  the  Wyoming  Oame  and  Fish  Department,  who  his  management 
authority  ibr  this  species,  fiar  management  and  mitigation  recommendations. 


I  42.5.1  TES  Species.  Prorwagd  Action  and  4.3.5.5.  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 

Please  note  that  mountain  plover  survey  guidelines  have  changed.  Current  survey  protocols  are 
I  attacbed  frir  updating  this  section. 

Table  4.14.  BLM  reouirements  for  invgntorv.  monitoring,  and  nroteeljpn  of  TFC  marig^ 


We  cnmmmd  your  efforts  at  addressing  intencloted  and  interdepeiKlent  effects  of  propoaed 
Federal  actions  by  laying  out  these  guidelines  for  aiaessing  Federal  responsibility  on  adJKOit 
ixin-Federal  sur&ce.  However,  these  guidelines  Kppesx  to  be  alightiy  but  significantly  in  coniliet 
witii  guidance  we  have  received  from  the  Wyoming  State  BLM  OfSce.  TIk  table  states  that  if 
access  &r  surveyi  on  noth-FedeiaJ  suifiee  is  not  granted,  operators  must  punue  accen  d 
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obligations  vrould  not  greatly  exceed  cun-entiy  approved  personnel  or  financial  commitments." 
This  statement  provides  no  clear  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Opcratois  or  the  BLM,  as  the 
responsible  agency.  Clarification  should  be  provided  on  what  is  level  of  agency  obligation  is 
committed  m  and  how  BLM  will  prioritize  efforts  when  available  staff  and  funding  are  exceeded 
but  not  "greatiy  exceed."  We  are  concerned  that  limited  funding  will  constrain  BLM'i  ability  lo 
ensure  these  data  are  collected,  analyzed  and  reported  in  a  timely  and  high  quality  n 


23 


The  BLM  bears  the  ultimate  lespoiuibility  to  ensure  that  wildlife  resources  are  adequately 
prtMected  from  prpject  impacts.  We  recommend  you  develop  binding  agreements  with  the 
Operators,  as  beneficianes  of  the  proposed  project,  to  ensure  data  are  collected,  analyzed,  and 
presented  in  a  manner  to  allow  timely  and  accurate  decisions  for  protecting  these  resources.  Our 
office  requests  to  be  involved  to  the  extent  necessary  to  ensure  data  and  analyses  meet  our 
requirements  for  supporting  effects  detenrunations  pursuant  to  section  7  of  the  Act 

Spcctfic  Comments  on  Appendht  D.  Wildlife  Protecrion  PUn 
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This  table  identifies  more  intensive  inventory  and  monitoring  efforts  on  lands  where 
development  will  be  >  4  locations  per  section.  To  make  tiiis  effort  more  informative  and  allow 
correlwions  between  development  and  environmental  impacts,  inventory  and  monitoring  should 
be  undertaken  in  these  areas  tO.  least  1  year  prior  to  surface  dismrbance.  This  will  allow 
developmem  of  the  most  effective  protection  measures.  The  more  this  approach  is  viewed  as  a 
research  project,  the  more  useful  the  results  will  be. 

D.1.2.2.t.Blaek.fao«riFerTrt 

Due  to  confiision  over  interpretation  of  Ferret  Survey  Guidelines  in  the  past,  we  request  U)  be 
Involved  in  discussions  of  when  black-footed  ferret  surveys  should  or  should  not  be  required 
until  further  notice. 

D-2.2.:!.3.  Mountain  Plover 


This  section  should  be  updated  to  reflect  our  new  survey  guidelines.  In  particular,  we 
recommend  the  friUowing  changes:  suitable  habitat  Is  defloed  in  the  survey  guidelines  (attached) 
and  this  defiiution  should  be  used  when  determming  areas  to  survey,  rather  than  the  definition  in 
this  section,  "areas  with  vegetation  less  than  6  inches  high';  surveys  should  be  conducted  as  near 
to  imtiation  of  the  project  as  possible,  reiber  than  "Snthin  2  weeks  of  disturbance";  most 
important,  three  surveys  will  be  required,  regardless  of  whether  a  nest  is  located  during  my 
single  survey.  Please  delete  Tf  no  nesting  is  discovered,  no  additional  surveys  would  be 
conducted"  as  this  directiy  comrailicts  our  survey  guidelines.  Please  make  other  changes  as 
based  on  the  new  survey  guidelines. 


P-2.2.2.g.  PBiCT  TEC&SC  Spwi« 

We  request  to  be  informed  of  any  observations  of  federally  listed^  proposed,  or  candidate  spedes 

made  daring  surveys. 
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D-2.2.5.  Other  Invenlorv  and  Monhorinf  Mei^.'^p;; 

If  an  understanding  of  the  mechanisms  and  relaiionship  between  high  levels  of  development 
(e.g.,  8  wells  per  section)  is  desired,  studies  will  need  to  include  pre-developmeni  sampling  aa 
well  as  a  range  of  disturbance  (e.g.,  4, 2,  and  0  wells  per  section)  for  comparisoD  purposes.  Such 
no     research  would  be  very  useful  in  future  managemeni  of  Geld  development,  reducing  impacts 
^O     while  expediting  future  development.  However,  it  will  need  to  be  planned  in  advance  of 

completing  the  highest  level  of  development  and  will  likely  coat  more  than  $10,000  per  year 
(assummg  1 : 1  match  of  Operator's  $5,000  cap).  If  this  is  to  be  a  meaningful  mitigation 
technique,  we  recommend  increasing  the  Operator's  commitment  to  a  minimum  of  $10,000  and 
planning  and  initiating  studies  based  on  expected  deveiopraenl  at  least  I  year  in  advance. 

ID-2.3.1.RnDtora 
If  structures  requiring  repeated  visits  will  be  constructed  near  active  nests,  .we  recommend  they 
be  placed  at  least  '/i-mile  from  the  nest,  with  the  exception  of  ferruginous  hawk  and  federally 
listed  species,  where  the  distance  should  be  1  mile. 

301  "^  already  stated,  until  further  notice,  we  request  to  be  involved  in  discussions  of  when  blftck- 
I  footed  ferret  surveys  should  or  should  not  be  required.  Please  change  this  section  accordingly. 

Gwcral  Comments  on  the  Biologlcnl  Aasesament 

We  have  reviewed  the  biological  assessment  (BA)  for  the  Continental  Divide/Wamsuner  II 
Natural  Gas  Project  and  provide  the  following  comments  pursuant  to  the  Endangered  Species 
Art  of  1 973,  as  amended. 

••'Our  o£Fice  was  consulted  on  the  Great  Divide  Resource  Area  RMP.  At  that  time,  we 
determined  diat  proposals  for  oil  and  gas  development  would  liave  no  [ADVERSE?]  effect  on 
federally  listed,  proposed  and  candidate  species  based  on  mitigation  measures  in  the  RMP  and 
your  commitment  to  Service  review  prior  to  project  initiation  (Memo  to  State  BLM  Director. 
November  2, 1987).  As  we  undeniand  the  process,  your  agency  has  extensive  discrerion  over 
the  mineral  leasing  program.  Page  1-9  in  tfie  Introduction  to  the  draft  EIS  points  out, "  In  the 
3  I     leasing  procesa.  the  BLM  has  conaidemble  authority  to  avoid  and  minimize  potential 

enviiunmental  impacts  by  placing  restrictive  conditions  on  &c  lease."  If  there  are  rtsitictians 
necessary  to  protect  federally  listed  species,  we  should  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  input 
regarding  necessary  stipulations  at  this  time  through  informal  consultBtion.  To  our  knowledge, 
no  section  7  consultation  vms  requested  prior  lo  oftering  these  leases,  contrary  to  our  statement  in 
the  RMP  consultation.  In  the  ftiture.  we  recommend  that  your  agency  imtiBte  hrfbnnai 
consultation  with  the  Service  prior  lo  offering  minenl  leases. 
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The  complex  nature  of  surface  ownership  in  the  Project  Area  will  produce  numerous  intnreiaied 
and  interdependent  actions  on  non-Federal  surfiuje.  Where  a  ROW  permit  will  involve  both 
Federal  and  Don<Federal  surface,  and  federally  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  species  or  suitable 
habitat  may  be  affected  by  the  action,  we  request  to  be  informed  of  the  Plan  of  Development, 
surface  resources  to  be  affected,  and  methods  used  to  document  these  resources  end  analyze 


E-5.2.6.  Mountain  Plover 


Please  note  that  the  mountain  plover  is  no  longer  a  candidate  species,  but  has  been  proposed  for 
listing  as  threatened.  Mere  timing  restrictions  for  construction  activities  in  suitable  habitat  may 
not  be  adequate  if  the  species  becomes  listed.  At  that  time,  habitat  loss  in  itself  may  adversely 
affect  the  species,  requiring  formal  consultarion.  Survey  protocols  here  and  throughout  the 
document  should  be  updated  following  the  new  survey  guidelines  (attached). 

We  concur  with  your  determination  that  the  proposed  project  may  adversely  afiect  the  mountain 
plover.  While  published  literature  idendfies  northeastern  Colorado  and  eastern  Montane  as 
centers  of  abundance  for  the  species,  there  is  evidence  of  considerable  populations  in  Wyoming, 
though  the  State  is  relatively  under-studied.  Breeding  concentrations  are  known  on  or  near  the 
Project  Area  (L.  Apple,  BLM  Rawlins  Office,  pers.  comm.  July  14,  1999),  and  more  will  likely 
be  found  as  more  surveys  are  conducted.  Gas  field  development  was  cited  io  the  proposed  rule 
(64  FR  7587-7601,  attached)  as  a  Federal  action  that  may  require  conferencing.  Aside  from  the 
direct  effect  of  ground  disturbing  activities*  little  information  is  available  on  the  effects  of 
activities  associated  with  field  development  and  operation.  Should  the  proposal  to  list  the  plover 
be  finalized,  the  Bureau  will  need  to  re-iiutiate  section  7  consultation  on  this  proposed  action  at 
that  time  since  the  determination  has  been  made  Uiat  the  project  may  adversely  affect  the  plover. 
To  avoid  possible  delays  in  project  implementation  to  allow  completioo  of  consultation,  we 
recommend  the  Bureau  request  initiation  of  conference  procedures  with  this  office  to  address  the 
project's  effects  on  mountain  plover.  Should  the  plover  be  listed,  the  conference  report  can 
easily  be  converted  into  a  biological  opinion. 

Formal  conference  resulting  in  a  confertnce  report  will  provide  several  betiefits  to  the  BLM  and 
the  Operators.  Operators  do  not  have  a  clear  understanding  of  how  their  actions  may  affect 
mountain  plovers;  likewise  the  Service  does  not  have  complete  understanding  of  the  gas 
development  process  as  it  relates  to  the  species.  Formal  conferencing  wiU  allow  for  tfiis 
necessary  exchange.  By  clearly  stating  in  the  conference  report  what  actions  may  adversely 
affert  the  species  and  how  best  to  avoid  or  minimizs  these  effects,  all  parties  will  have  a  clear 
undentanding  of  what  actions  will  not  affect  the  species  and  what  will  be  required  for  actions 
that  may  affect  tL  Finally,  If  the  decision  is  mode  to  list  the  mountain  plover  as  threatened  in 
February  of  2000,  the  conference  report  may  easily  be  transformed  into  a  biological  opinion  with 
little  delay  to  BLM's  permitting  process  or  the  operator's  development  activities.  Tbe  product 
would  be  a  single  programmatic  consultation  for  many  activities  associated  wtb  development, 
operation,  and  reclamation  of  the  proposed  Project,  greatly  expediting  section  7  compliance. 
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The  definition  of  critical  habitat  provided  is  not  accurate.  Critical  habitat  for  a  thieaisned  or 
endangered  species  includes,  but  is  not  necessarily  limited  to  'specific  locations  within  the 
geographical  area  occupied  by  the  species  at  the  time  of  listing,"  rather  than  "the  specific 
locations  . . ."  [emphasis  added]  as  stated  in  this  section.  Formal  designation  of  "specific 
locations"  requirea  a  lengthy  review  similar  to  the  listing  process.  Cunendy,  there  is  no 
designated  ciitical  habitat  for  any  threatened  or  endangered  species  in  die  Project  Area. 


I  Table  E-1.1  Threatened.  Endangered,  (^andidate  Species 
33 1  ^c  mountain  plover  is  no  longer  a  candidate  for  listing  as  stated  in  this  table  and  accompanying 
I  text.  It  is  now  proposed  for  listing  as  Areatened  (see  attachment). 
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E-5.1.1.  Black-footed  Ferret 

Because  ofthe  complexity  of  the  proposed  project,  the  extensive  area  of  suitable  habitat  in  the 
Project  Area,  previous  observations  of  the  species  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  and  the 
extremely  tenuous  nature  of  the  black-footed  ferret  in  the  wild,  we  cannot  concur  with  your 
determinstion  of  "no  effect'  without  severd  changes  to  the  project  and  BA.  Aa  proposed,  the 
project  could  adversely  affect  tiie  ferret  Initiiting  section  7  consultation  at  the  time  specific 
ground-disturbing  activities  is  proposed  docs  is  not  adequate  for  section  7  compliance  on  the 
present  action,  since  the  present  action  does  not  fisreclose  the  possibility  of  future  adverse  effects 
on  ferrets.  Tberefbre,  we  recommend  tiw  Bureau  request  irutiatioo  of  infbmiBl  consultation  lo 
address  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  black-feoted  ferret 

I  The  words  "on  a  site-specific  basb"  may  be  misleading.  When  surveys  are  required,  the  entire 
town  affected  by  the  proposed  project  should  be  stirveyed,  rather  than  a  "site-specific"  search  of 
the  affected  portion.   Also,  these  surveys  are  required  even  if  some  areas  within  the  prairie  dog 

I  town  have  «  burrow  density  leas  than  S/acre. 

Searches  must  be  omdocted  prior  to  execution  of  the  Federal  action.  This  may  be  issuance  of  a 
petmil  (e.g..  AFO.  ROW)  by  the  BLM.  It  may  be  actual  construction  activities  when  tiie  project 
is  to  be  carried  out  by  the  BLM.  Under  no  circumstances  should  surveys  be  conducted  after 
issuance  of  a  permit  but  "prior  to  construction  actfvity"  as  slated  in  tiie  text  We  lecommend  this 
be  changed  to  "prior  to  peimil  iasuancc  or  Federal  construction  activity." 

To  ensure  that  tbe  Petret  Survey  Qmdelines  are  being  correctiy  intaipreted  and  surveys  are  being 
conducted  where  appropriate,  the  Service  should  be  informed  when  stuftce  disturbing  activities 
will  be  permitted  or  carried  out  vntfain  any  prairie  dog  colonies  or  complexes.  Decisitma  on  tbe 
applicability  of  surveys  with  respect  to  tite  Ferret  Survey  Guidelines  should  be  thoroughly 
documented  arkl  documentation  provided  Ts>  this  ofFiee  prior  to  project  permitting  or  initiation. 
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Summary 

In  closing,  we  qjpredate  your  eSotts  to  develop  mitigation  for  the  impacts  of  project 
development  and  include  die  Service  in  the  review  process.  Though  we  feel  tiiai  the  alternatives 
should  be  modified  to  addrexs  our  stated  concerns,  we  encouiage  selection  of  Alternative  A  as  it 
is  tbe  least  damaging  alternative  to  wildlife  resources. 

We  believe  dial  these  alternatives  would  be  improved  if  additional,  acreage*lndependent 
miugadon  measures  would  be  triggered  to  of&ei  the  waiving  of  surface  disturbance  limits  due  to 
drainage  of  Federal  minerals.  Without  a  clearer  understanding  of  the  resources  to  be  protected, 
we  cannot  offer  specific  mitigation  nieasures  at  this  time. 

We  qipreciate  your  efforts  to  state  clear  policy  in  regards  interrelated  and  interdependent  actions 
on  Don-Federal  surface  and  identify  wiiot  information  is  needed  and  how  ii  is  m  be  obtained  to 
fully  analyze  Project  impacts.  Thia  issue  is  particularly  important  where  ROW  permits  are 
involved  as  ttwy  may  affect  considerable  areas  of  non-Federal  surface.  The  highly  interspersed 
Federal  and  non-Federal  ownership  in  the  Project  Area  makes  clear  policy  essential  aiKi  we  look 
forward  to  teconciliation  of  ihe  final  EIS  with  staled  BLM  policy  per  our  comments. 

Appendix  D,  tbe  Wildlife  PnScctioo  Plan,  will  only  be  as  good  as  allowed  by  available  fimding 
and  personnel  commitmenL  We  recommend  that  firm  commitments  for  monitoring  and 
inventory  funding  and  personnel  be  provided  by  all  parties  involved  in  Project  developmetu.  In 
order  to  define  needs  and  betttr  guide  outcomes,  specific  monitoring  proposals  should  be 
developed,  including  objectives  and  methods. 

Due  to  inconsistencies  in  applicatioo  of  tbe  Ferret  Survey  Guidelines  across  the  State  recentiy, 
we  request  close  coordination  wiien  project  activities  may  affea  black-footed  ferrets  or  suitable 
habitat  In  addition,  we  recommend  tbe  Bureau  initiate  informal  section  7  consultation  with  the 
Service  to  address  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  ferret 

New  inibrmation  is  quickly  becoming  available  on  the  tittle-studied  mountain  plover.  Its  status 
under  the  Act  may  change  from  proposed  threatened  to  threatened  in  February  of  2000.  We 
reconmiend  survey  requirements  be  changed  to  reflect  new  survey  8ul<^inc3.  Because  the 
species  is  so  pooriy  kikown,  we  feel  that  formal  conference  on  the  species  and  proposed  Project 
eSiects  is  necessary  and  in  the  inteitst  of  the  BLM,  Operators,  and  tiie  mountain  plover.  By 
producing  a  programmatic  document,  we  hope  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  species  and  miniTtirn- 
section  7  workloads  in  the  long  term. 

Tliank  you  fbr  your  assistance  in  tbe  conservation  of  federaily  listed,  proposed  and  gpndiriiTf 
species,  migratory  birds,  wetlands,  sod  our  other  shared  trust  resources.  If  you  have  any 
questions  or  comments,  please  fed  free  to  contact  David  FeUey  at  Ibe  letterhead  address  or  by 
phone  Bt  (307)  772-2374.  extension  23^ 
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Mr.  Clars  Miller 
Atmdimeota  (2) 


Director,  WGFD.  Cheyenne,  WY 
Nongame  Coordinator,  WGFD.  Lander,  WY 
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cJunng  nesting)  will  lessen  the  chance  of  direct  impacts  to  and  mortality  of  individual 
mountain  plovers  in  the  area,  these  restrictions  do  nothing  to  mitigate  indirect  effects, 
including  changes  in  habitat  suitability  and  habitat  loss.  Sun/eys  are,  however,  a 
necessary  starting  point.  The  Service  has  developed  the  following  2  survey  guidelines, 
depending  on  whether  the  Intent  Is  to  detennine  the  presence  or  absence  of  plovers  at 
a  site  during  the  nesting  season,  or  to  detennine  the  density  of  nesting  plovers. 

Survey  Protocol 

Two  types  of  sun/eys  may  be  conducted:  1)  surveys  to  determine  the 
presence/absence  of  breeding  plovers  (i.e.,  displaying  males  and  foraging  adults),  or 
2)  sun/eys  to  determine  nest  density.  The  survey  type  chosen  for  a  pnoject  and  the 
extent  of  the  sun/ey  area  (I.e.,  beyond  the  edge  of  the  construction  or  operational 
ROW)  will  depend  on  the  type  of  project  activity  being  analyzed  (e.g.,  constmctlon, 
operation)  and  the  users  intent.  One  methodology  outlines  a  breading  survey  that  was 
used  in  northeastern  Colorado  to  establish  the  density  of  occupied  territories,  based  on 
displaying  male  plovers  or  foraging  adults.  The  other  was  developed  to  only  determine 
whether  plovers  occupy  an  area. 

Techniques  Common  to  Each  Survey  Method 

■  Conduct  sun/eys  during  early  courtship  and  territorial  establishment 
Throughout  the  breeding  range,  this  period  extends  from  approximately  mid- 
April  through  early  July,  However,  the  specific  breeding  period  depends  on 
latitude,  elevation,  and  weather. 

■  Conduct  surveys  between  local  sunrise  and  1000  and  from  1730  to  sunset 
(penods  of  horizontal  light  to  facilitate  spotting  the  white  breast  of  the  adult 
plovers). 

■  Drive  transects  within  the  project  area  to  minimize  earty  flushing.  Rushing 
distances  for  mountain  plovers  may  be  within  3  meters  for  vehicles,  but 
plovers  often  flush  at  50  to  100  meters  when  approached  by  humans  on 
foot 

■  Use  of  a  4-wheel  drive  vehicle  is  preferable:  however,  fallow  agricultural 
fields  present  an  access  problem.  Use  of  ATVs  has  proven  highly 
successful  in  observing  and  recording  displaying  males. 

■  Stay  In  or  dose  to  the  vehicle  when  scanning.  Use  binooiilars  to  scan  and 
spotting  scopes  to  confirm  sightings.  Do  not  use  scopes  to  scan. 

"  Do  not  conduct  surveys  in  poor  weather  (i.e.,  high  wind,  precipitation,  etc.). 
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IWOUNTAIN  PLOVER  SURVEY  GUIDELINES 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wtldlifa  Service 

1999 

The  mountain  pbver  {Charadrius  montanus)  a  a  small  bird  (17.S 
cm,  7  In.)  about  the  size  of  a  killdeer  (C.  vocifarus).  It  is  light 
brown  above  with  a  lighter  colored  breast,  but  lacks  the 
contrasting  dark  breast-belt  common  to  many  other  plovers. 
During  the  breeding  season  it  has  a  white  fisrehead  and  a  dari< 
line  between  the  beak  and  eye,  which  contrasts  with  the  dark 
crown. 

Mountain  plover  breeding  habitat  is  known  to  Include  short-grass  prairie  and  shmb- 
steppe  landscapes;  dryland,  cultivated  farms;  and  prairie  dog  towns.  Plovers  usually 
nest  on  sites  where  vegetation  Is  sparse  or  absent,  due  to  disturbance  by  herbivores, 
including  domestic  livestock  and  prairie  dogs.  Vegetation  at  shortgrass  prairie  sites  Is 
less  than  4  inches  tall,  while  shubs  visually  predominate  nest  sites  within  the  shmls- 
steppe  landscape.  Usually,  nest  sites  within  the  shrub-steppe  are  on  active  prairie  dog 
towns.  Nests  are  commonly  located  near  a  manure  pile  or  rock.  In  addition  to 
disturbance  by  prairie  dogs  or  livestock,  they  have  also  been  found  on  oil  drill  pads. 
Mountain  plovers  are  rarely  found  near  water.    They  may  be  found  on  heavily  grazed 
pastures  ttuoughout  their  breeding  range  and  may  selectiveiy  nest  In  or  near  prairie  dog 
towns.  Positive  indicators  for  mountain  pkivers  therefore  include  level  ten^in,  prairie 
dogs,  bare  ground,  OpuntiB  pads,  cattle,  widely  spaced  plants,  and  homed  lartts.  It 
woukj  be  unusual  to  find  mountain  plovers  on  sites  i::harBctertzed  by  Irregular  or  rolling 
terrain;  dense,  matted  vegetation;  grass  taller  than  4  inches,  wet  soils,  or  the  presence 
of  killdeer , 

These  guidelines  were  developed  by  Service  biologists  Pat  Delbsrt  Lou  Hanebury,  and 
Bob  Leachman,  and  Dr  Fritz  Knopf,  USGS-BRD.  Keep  in  mirid  these  are  guidelines  - 
please  call  Bob  Leachman  at  870-243-2778  if  you  have  any  suggestions. 


GENERAL  GUIDELINES  FOR  SURVEY.<S 

On  Febmary  16, 1999,  the  Servk»  proposed  the  mountain  pk»er  for  federal  listing  as 
threatened.  Because  listing  of  this  species  is  proposed,  the  Service  may  recommend 
surveys  for  mountain  plovers  to  better  define  nesting  areas,  and  minimize  potential 
negative  impacts.  The  Service  recommends  surveys  for  mountain  ploveis  in  all  suitable 
habitat  as  well  as  avokiancs  <3f  nesting  areas,  to  minimize  Impact  to  plovers  in  a  site 
planned  for  development  Whie  the  Service  believes  that  plover  sun/eys,  avoidance  of 
nasUng  and  brood  rearing  areas,  and  timing  restrictions  (avoUance  of  important  araas 
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»  Surveys  conducted  during  the  courtship  period  should  focus  on  identifying 

displaying  or  calling  males,  which  wouk)  signify  breeding  tenitories, 

■  For  all  breeding  birds  observed,  conduct  addltianal  sun/eys  Immediately 
prior  to  construction  activities  to  search  for  active  nest  sites. 

■  If  an  active  nest  is  located,  an  appropriate  buffer  area  should  be  established 
to  prevent  direct  loss  of  the  nest  or  indirect  Impacts  from  human-related 
disturt:Bnce.  The  appropriate  buffer  distance  vmll  vary,  depending  on 
topography,  type  of  activity  proposed,  and  duration  of  disturbance.  For 
disturbances  including  pedestrian  foot  traffic  and  continual  equipment 
operations,  a  200-meter  buffer  is  rectsmmended. 


SURVEY  TO  DETERMINE  PRESENCE/ARSFNnP 

Conduct  the  survey  between  May  1  and  June  IS,  throughout  the  breeding 
range. 

Visual  observation  of  the  area  should  be  made  within  200  m  of  the  proposed 
action  to  detect  the  presence  of  plovers.  All  plovers  located  should  be 
observed  long  enough  to  detennine  If  a  nest  Is  present  These  obsen/atjona 
shouki  be  made  from  within  a  stationary  vehicle,  as  plovers  do  not  appear  to 
be  wary  of  vehicles. 

if  no  visual  observations  are  made  from  vehicles,  the  area  should  be 
sun/eyed  on  ATVs.  Extreme  care  should  be  exercised  in  locating  plovers 
due  to  their  highly  secretive  and  quiet  nature.  Sun/eys  by  foot  are  not 
recommended  because  plovers  tend  to  flush  at  greater  distances  when 
approached  using  this  method.  Finding  nests  during  foot  surveys  is  more 
difficult  because  of  the  greater  flushing  distance. 

A  site  must  be  surveyed  3  times  during  the  survey  window,  with  each  sunny 
separated  by  at  least  14  days. 

Initiation  of  the  project  should  occur  as  near  to  completion  of  the  sun/ey  as 
possible.  For  example,  seismic  exploration  shouki  begin  w/ith  2  days  of 
survey  completion.  A 14  day  period  may  be  appropriate  for  other  projects. 

If  an  active  nest  is  found  in  the  survey  area,  the  planned  activity  shouki  be 
delayed  37  days,  or  one  week  post-hatching.  If  a  brood  of  flightless  chicks 
Is  observed,  activities  should  be  delayed  at  least  seven  days. 
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SURVEY  TO  DETERMINE  DENSITY  OF  NESTING  MOUNTAIN  PLOVEHS 

We  are  assuming  people  will  have  received  training  on  point  counts  in  general  before 
using  this  specialized  point  count  technique  adapted  to  mountain  plovers. 

Establishing  Transects 

1.  Identify  appropriate  habitat  and  habitat  of  interest  within  geographic  areas  of 
interest. 

2.  Upon  arriving  in  appropriate  habitat,  drive  to  a  previously  determined 
random  starting  point. 

3.  For  subsequent  points,  drive  a  previously  determined  random  distance  of 
0.3,  0.4  or  0.5  miles. 

4.  Each  transect  of  point  counts  should  contain  a  minimum  of  20  points. 
Conducting  The  Point  Counts 

1.  Conduct  counts  between  last  weel<  in  June  to  July  4"  at  eastern  plains 
elevation  in  Colorado. 

2.  Only  1  counter  is  used.  Do  not  use  a  counter  and  tBoonder  or  other 
combinations  of  field  help.  Drivers  are  okay  as  long  as  they  dont  help  spot 
plovers. 

3.  If  an  adult  mountain  plover  is  observed,  plot  occupied  territories  on  a  minimum  of 
1 :24,00G  scale  map  and  on  a  ROW  diagram  or  site  grid  (see  attached).  The 
ROW  diagram  will  be  at  a  greater  level  of  detail,  depicting  the  location  of  breeding 
binds  (and  possible  nest  sites)  relative  to  ROW  centeriine,  construction  boundary, 
and  applicable  access  roads. 

4.  Estimate  or  measure  distances  (In  meters)  to  all  mountain  plovers.  Method  used 
should  be  noted,  e.g.,  estimates  w/distance  training,  estimates  w/o  distance 
training,  rangefinder  or  measured  with  tape  measure,  etc. 

5.  Record  "fly-overs"  as  "FO"  In  the  distance  column  of  the  data  sheet. 

6.  if  you  disturb  a  mountain  plover  while  approaching  the  point,  estimate  the 
distance  from  point-center  to  the  spot  fmm  wnich  the  blnj  was  flushed. 
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Opuntia  pads  visible 

Negative  habitat  images 

Killdeer  present  {indicating  less  than  optimal  habitat) 

Hillsides  or  steep  slope 

Prominent,  obvious  low  ridge 

Leaky  stock  tanks 

Vegetation  greater  than  4  inches  in  height 

Increasing  presence  of  tali  shrubs 

Matted  grass  (i.e.,  minimal  bare  ground) 

Lari*  buntings 
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7.  Conduct  counts  for  5  minutes  with  a  3  minute  subsample  to  standardize  with  BBS. 

8.  Stay  close  to  your  vehicle  while  scanning. 
Recording  Data 

Record  the  following  infomiatlon  AT  EVERY  POINT.  EVFRV  DAY 

■  start  time 

■  unique  point  code  (don't  duplicate  vdthin  a  field  cnew  or  acnsss  dates) 

■  number  of  mountain  plovers  and  distance  to  each 

■  land  use  andtor  habitat  type  (e.g.,  faltow  wheat,  plowed,  shortgrass) 

■  temperature,  Beaufort  wind,  and  sky  conditons  (clear,  partly  cloudy, 
ovenast) 

■  Infonnation  on  the  data  sheet  somewhere. 

■  your  name  and  address 

■  date 

»  Record  for  each  point  at  some  point  duhng  the  census, 

"  detailed  location  description  of  each  point  count  including  road  number, 

distance  to  important  intersections. 

■  record  transect  and  point  locations  on  USGS  county  maps. 

■  Universal  Transverse  Mercator  from  maps  or  GPS  are  useful. 

GENERAL  HABITAT  INDICATORS 

Positive  habitat  images 

Stock  tank  (non-ieaklng,  leaking  tanks  often  attract  kilkJeer) 

Flat  (level  or  "tilted)  tenain 

Burned  fieM/prairie/pastute 

Bare  ground  (minimum  of  30  percent) 

"Spaced"  grass  plants 

Prairie  dog  colonies 

Homed  lari<s 

Cattle 

Heavily  grazed  pastunss 
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RIN  101»-AF3a 

Endang*r«d  and  Thraatoned  Wildlife 
and  Planta:  Proposad  Thraatanad 
Stalua  for  ttia  Mountain  Plovar 

AQENCY:  Fl3h  and  WUdllfe  Service. 

Interior. 

ACtton:  Propcned  rule. 

8UUMARY:  The  Ftsh  and  Wildlife  Service 
(Service)  proposes  to  list  the  mountain 
plover  iCharadriua  montanu^  as  a 
threatened  species  pursuant  to  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  of  1973. 
The  mounutn  plover  is  a  bird  of 
shortgrass  pralrla  and  shrub-steppe 
landscapes  at  both  breeding  and 
wintering  locales.  Breeding  occurs  In 
the  Rocky  Mountain  States  from  Canada 
south  to  Mexico  with  moat  breeding 
birds  occurring  In  Montana  and 
Colorado.  Most  wintering  birds  occur  on 
grasslands  or  similar  landscapes  in 
California:  fewer  wlnurtng  birds  occur 
In  Arizona.  Texas,  and  Mexico. 
Breeding  Bird  Survey  trends  analyzed 
for  the  period  1966  dirough  1996 
document  a  continuous  decline  of  2.7 
percent  annually  for  this  species,  the 
highest  of  all  endemic  ^^sstand  species. 
Between  1966  and  1991.  die  continental 
population  of  the  mountain  plover 
declined  an  estimated  63  percent  The 
current  total  population  Is  estimated  to 
be  benveen  8,000  and  10.000 
Individuals.  Conversion  of  grassland 
habitat,  agricultural  practices, 
management  of  domestic  livestock,  and 
decline  of  rudve  herbivores  are  factors 
that  likely  have  contributed  to  the 
mountain  plover's  decline.  Pesticides 
may  be  a  factor  contributing  to  the 
decline  of  mountain  plovers,  but  their 
effects  are  not  completely  understood. 
dates:  We  must  receive  comments  from 
all  interested  parties  by  April  19.  1999. 
We  must  receive  requests  for  public 
hearings  by  April  2. 1999. 
ADDflfSSES:  Send  comments  and 
materials  concerning  this  proposal  to 
the  Assistant  Field  Supervisor.  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  764  Horizon 


Drive.  South  Anrex  A.  Crand  lunctfon. 

C.AoTTt4nr.\SQG-VMf\  '*-.:  wtilmuhO 

comments  r.nti  moter..-.is  .ve  receive 

available  for  public  titspecUon.  by 

appointment,  duriiig  iinrrnal  business 

hours  at  the  above  address. 

FOR  RfRTHER  INFORWATION  COMTACT: 

Rubert  Leachman  at  the  aoove  address. 

telephone  970/243-2773;  facsimile  970/ 

245-6933. 

SUPn-CMCNTARY  tNTORUATION: 

Background 

The  mountain  plover  (Charadrius 
montanu^  was  descrtbed  by  John  K. 
Townsend  In  1837  from  specimens 
collected  near  the  Sweetwater  River. 
Fremont  County.  Wyoming  {Couea  1 874. 
cited  In  Laun  1957).  This  species  was 
originally  named  die  Rocky  Mountain 
picjver  because  the  first  specimens  were 
taken  within  sight  of  those  moimtains 
(Oberhoiser  1974).  The  mountain  plover 
has  since  been  kiiown  by  several 
dlfPerent  sdentlflc  names,  as  well  as 
other  common  names.  The  spedes  name 
Chsmdrius  montanus  was  formally 
adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Qassiflcadon  and  Nomenclature  of  the 
AJnerican  Omldiological  Union  In  1983 
(R.  Banks.  National  Biological  Servica. 
pers.  comm.,  1994).  There  are  no 
subspecies  (Obarholser  1974). 

The  mountain  plover  is  a  small  bird 
(about  17.5  centimeters  (cm))  (7 
Inches)  (In)),  about  the  size  of  a  kflldeer 
(Charadrius  vodferu^.  It  is  JIght  brown 
above  with  a  lighter  colored  breast,  but 
lacks  the  contrasting  dark  breastbelt 
common  to  many  other  plovers.  During 
the  breeding  season  It  has  a  white 
forehead  and  a  dark  line  between  the 
beak  and  eye.  which  ronoasts  with  the 
dark  crown.  Mountain  oJovers  are 
Insectlwous.  ivith  beucies. 
grasshoppers,  crickets,  and  ants  their 
principal  food  Items  (Stener  1941. 
Baldwin  1971.  and  Rosenberg  et  aL 
1991,  Knopf  1998). 

The  mountain  plover  Is  associated 
with  shortgrass  and  shrub-steppe 
lartdscapes  throughout  Its  breeding  and 
wintering  range.  Historically,  on  the 
Iveedlng  range.  It  occurred  on  nearly 
denuded  prairie  dog  towns  iKnowles  et 
aL  1982.  Olson-Edge  and  Edge  1987) 
and  in  areas  of  major  bison 
concentrations  {Knopf  1997).  Many 
consider  nesting  mountain  plovers  to  be 
strongly  associated  with  prairie  dog 
towns  CTyler  1968.  Knowlesetal.  1982. 
Knowlesand  Knowles  1984.  Shackford 
1991.  Samson  and  Knopf  1994,  Knopf 
1996b).  AU  cf  the  endemic  grassland 
birds  evolved  within  a  grassland  mosaic 
of  llghdy,  moderately,  and  heavily 
grazed  areas,  and  mountain  plovers  are 
considered  to  be  strongly  associated 


with  sites  of  heaviest  grazing  pressure, 
to  I  he  point  of  i;.tc''S5i\  i'  -urfate 
dl5tu.'bancF  'Knopf  un;:  MilliT  !S91. 
Knopf  1996b).  Currentlv.  the  mountain 

E lover  is  also  attraned  :ci  maitmadc 
indscapes  (e.g.,  sod  farms,  cuiiivated 
fields*  i^hat  mimic  the  iiaiurai  liobitai 
associations,  or  sites  v.ithgia.-^lajid 
characteristics  (alkail  ilats.  oit^ar 
agricultural  lands). 

NesUng  mountain  plovers  are 
reported  In  some  of  the  Rocky  Mountain 
and  Great  Plains  States  from  Canada 
south  K>  Texas,  and  possibly  m  Mexico. 
Most  mountain  plovers  breed  In 
Colorado  and  Montana:  breeding  also 
occurs  in  Wyoming.  New  Mexico, 
Arizona.  Nebraska.  Utah.  Kansas. 
Oklahoma,  and  Texas.  Breeding  is 
suspected  In  Mexico  and  historic 
nesting  records  occur  fmm  Canada. 
Nesting  habitat  In  Canada  is  restricted  to 
southeastern  Alberta  and  southwestern 
5askab±ewan.  Breeding  adults,  nests, 
and  chicks  have  been  observed  on 
cultivated  lands  In  Colcnado.  Kansas. 
Nebraska.  Oklahoma,  and  Wyoming. 
Most  mountain  plovers  winter  in 
California  where  they  are  found  on 
grasslands  or  landscapes  resembling 
grasslands,  and  cultivated  fields:  many 
fewer  wintering  plovers  are  repomd 
bom  Arizona,  Texas,  and  Mexico. 

The  mountain  plover  Is  oim  of  nine 
bird  species  endemic  to  the  North 
American  grasslands  (Knopf  19S6a). 
Eixtetnlc  grassland  birds  have  declined 
mere  rapidly  than  other  species  In 
North  America,  and  the  motmtain 
plover's  decline  Is  greater  than  that  of 
the  other  grassland  endemics  (Knopf 
1994:SaueretaL  1997).  Unlike  other 
plovers,  mountain  plovers  are  rarely 
found  near  water. 

Habitat  Charaaerlstia 

Motmtain  plovers  evolved  on 
grasslands  that  were  Inhabited  by  large 
numbers  of  nonuKlIc  grazing  ungulates 
such  as  bison  (Bison  bborii.  elk  (Cervus 
tlaphu^.  proi^iom  {Andlocapra 
ametican^,  and  burrowing  marrunals 
such  as  kangaroo  rabf  [Dlpodomys  sp.). 
pralriadogs(C>Txvn}9sp.).  and  badgers 
[Taxidea  caxua)  (Knopf  1996a).  The 
herbivores  dominated  the  grassland 
landscape  at  both  breeding  and 
wintering  sites,  and  their  grazing, 
wallowing,  and  burrowing  acdvldes 
created  and  maintained  a  mosaic  of 
vegetation  and  bare  grcmnd  to  which 
mountain  plovers  became  adapted 
(Dobkln  1994.  Knopf  1998a). 

Short  v^etadon.  bare  ground,  and  a 
flat  topography  are  now  recognized  as 
habltat-fteflnlng  characteristics  at  both 
breeding  btkI  wintering  locales  (Graul 
1975,  Knopf  and  Miller  1994.  Knor' 
Rupert  1995) .  Mountain  plover- 
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sites  are  dominated  by  short  vegetation 
and  '.;;im  ground,  often  with  manure 
piles  or  rocics  nearby.  Mountain  piovers 
historically  nested  on  black-tailed 
prairie  dog  {Cynomvs  !udovtcianis) 
towns  (Flowers  1985,  Godbey  1992. 
Kantrud  and  Kologiskl  1982.  Knowles  fit 
al.  1982.  Knowles  and  Knowles  1993)  or 
other  areas  heavily  grazed  by  prairie 
herbivores. 

Currently,  In  addition  to  nesting  on 
pmlrfe  dog  towns,  mountain  plovers 
show  a  strong  afnilaiton  for  sites  that 
are  heavily  grazed  by  domestic  livestock 
(e.g.  near  stock  watering  tanks),  and  also 
attempt  breeding  on  fallow  and 
cultivated  fields  which  mimic  natural 
habitats  (Knopf  19g6b).  In  California, 
many  of  the  preferred  wintering  sites  are 
grazed  by  domestic  livestock,  or  are 
within  giant  kangaroo  rat  (Dlpodomys 
ingens)  precincts  or  California  ground 
squirrel  {Spermophitus  beecbeyf^ 
colonies  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995). 
Wintering  motmtain  plovers  In  Mexico 
are  almost  entirely  associated  with 
prairie  dog  towns  (N.  Kaufman.  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  In  Htt.  1998). 
Since  mountain  plovers  are  usually 
associated  with  sites  that  are  modified 
by  grazing  end  digging  mamtnals,  Knopf 
and  Miller  (1994)  suggested  classifying 
the  mountain  plover  as  a  species  more 
closely  associated  with  disturbed  prairie 
sites,  rather  than  pristine  prairie 
landscapes. 

Bison  and  elk  are  now  functionally 
extirpated  from  all  mountain  plover 
breeding  habitat,  and  numbers  of 
pronghom  are  greatly  reduced. 
Similarly,  prairie  dog  and/or  kangaroo 
rat  numbers  are  greatly  reduced  on 
mountain  plover  breeding  and  wmtertng 
sites.  Now,  the  primary  grazer  on  both 
breeding  and  wintering  habitat  Is 
domestic  livestock,  although  prairie 
dogs  and/or  giant  kangaroo  rats 
Influence  habitat  locaUy  at  a  few  sites. 
Current  domestic  Livestock  grazing 
management  emphasizes  rotating  the 
animals  in  lime  and  space  among 
allotments  within  fenced  pastures 
(Dobkln  1994.  Knopf  l99Bc).  Currently 
accepted  domestic  livestock  grazing 
management  may  cause  grasses  to 
become  more  dense  and  imlform  In 
height,  decrease  the  amoimt  of  bare 
ground.  Increase  the  abundance  of 
shrubs,  and  reduce  the  frequency  and 
eH'ects  of  fire  (Knopf  and  Rupert  in 
pnss.  Dobkln  1994).  Therefore,  some 
types  of  domestic  livestock  grazing 
management  techniques  do  not  result  In 
the  same  habitat  charaaeristics  as  those 
created  by  the  native  herbivores,  with 
which  the  mountain  plover  evolved. 


Life  Hbtory 

Mountain  pIcveTs  rrrfv  rn  their 
breeding  grounds  by  late  March.  The 
nest  Is  a  simple  scrape  on  the  ground 
which  is  lined  with  organic  debris 
(Craul  1975).  Nests  typically  occur  In 
areas  with  veneration  less  than  10  cm  (4 
In)  In  height,  with  at  least  JO  percent 
bare  ground,  and  with  a  conspicuous 
object  such  as  a  manure  pile,  clump  of 
forbs.  or  rock  nearby  (Graul  1975.  Knopf 
and  Miller  1994.  Olson  and  Edge  1985. 
Knowles  and  Knowles  1998).  Aldiough 
short  vegetation,  bare  ground,  and  an 
objea  are  characteristic  of  nest  sites,  die 
presence  of  some  caller  vegetation  to 
shade  chicks  and  adults  also  has  been 
reponed  as  necessary  (Shackford  and 
Leslie  1995a).  Nest  sites  occur  on 
ground  with  less  than  5  percent  slope. 
which  Is  usually  heavily  grazed  by 
domestic  livestock  and/or  prairie  dogs 
(Craul  1973.  Kantrud  and  Koiogiski 
1982.  Knowles  and  Knowles  1998). 
Vegetation  at  nest  sites  throughout  the 
brwding  range  Is  variable,  but  usually 
dominated  by  needle-and-thread  {Stipa 
comata),  blue  gramma  {Bouteloua 
gracilis) .  buffalo  grass  {Buchloa 
daayloides) .  plains  prickly  pear  cactus 
{Opimda  polycantha).  June  grass 
[Koeleiia  aistata).  and  sagebrush 
(Artemisia  sp.)  (Graul  1975.  Parrish 
1988.  Day  1994.  Knowles  and  Knowles 
1998). 

On  the  Colorado  breeding  groimds. 
flocks  of  mountain  plovers  begin  to  form 
as  early  as  mid-June  prior  to  migration 
to  wintering  habitaL  The  flocks  increase 
In  size  until  mid-August,  and  then 
depan  for  the  wintering  grounds 
between  August  and  October  (Graul 
1975).  Mountain  piovers  begin  to  arrive 
on  wtnterl::^  wound::  In  CaLifomia  by 
September,  but  do  nuc  :.ppear  tn  large 
numbers  until  November  Gurek  1973: 
Knopf  and  Rupert  1995).  Two  mountain 
plovers  that  were  color  banded  In 
Colorado  In  1 992  were  seen  In  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  of  California  the  same 
year,  representing  the  first  dlrea  link 
between  breeding  and  wintering  habitat 
for  the  species  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995). 
A  moimtain  plover  banded  as  a  chick  in 
Phillips  County.  Montana.  In  1995.  was 
seen  In  the  Sulphur  Springs  Valley  of 
Arizona  on  January  1.  1998.  supporting 
other  indications  that  the  fall  migration 
to  wintering  habitat  Is  less  dlrea  than 
migration  to  breeding  grounds  (F. 
Knopf.  USGS-Blologlcal  Resources 
Division,  pers.  comm.  1998.  Knopf  and 
Rupert  1995). 

Historically,  the  mountain  plover  has 
been  reported  from  a  variety  of  habitats 
during  the  wintering  period.  Including 
grasslands  and  agricultural  fields  In 
California  (Tyler  1916:  Grinnell  et  al. 


!9l8:Beldlng  1879 /nCrmnrll  tt  ai. 
1918:  Preston  1981  -nMoiJie  et  .-.l.  :990: 
WiTSchkull  et  al.  193(  iNM.«]re  "t  li. 
1990).  More  recently,  mountain  piovers 
are  reported  from  natural,  noncultlvaied 
sites  such  as  alkali  sink  scn^b.  valley 
sink  scrub,  alkali  playa.  and  annuni 
grasslands  (S.  Fltton.  Bureau  of  Lard 
Management  (BLM).  in  lltt..  !992.  Knopf 
and  Rupert  1995)  In  :he  Central  Valley. 
Although  cultivated  land  Is  used  by 
wintering  mountain  plovers  and  Is  mare 
abundant  than  noncuUlvated  land. 
Knopf  and  Rupert  (1995)  found  that 
mountain  plovers  preferred  alkali  flats, 
burned  grasslands,  and  grazed  annual 
grasslands  to  cultivated  sites.  Grazing 
on  such  grassland  sites  was  usually  by 
domestic  livestock  or  burrowing 
mammals  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995). 

Mountain  plovers  are  gregarious  on 
_  their  wintering  habitat.  Rock  size 
averages  from  about  20  to  180 
Individuals.  Increasing  In  size  as  spring 
migration  approaches  (Knopf  and 
Rupert  1995).  Flocks  with  up  to  1.100 
Individuals  have  been  reported  from  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  and  Imperial  Valley 
(B.  Radke.  Service,  in  iJtt  1992.  Knopf 
and  Rupert  1995).  Mountain  plovers 
begin  leaving  wintering  areas  by  mid- 
March  and  may  make  a  nonstop 
migration  to  breeding  grounds  (Knopf 
and  Rupert  1995).  In  generaL  mountain 
plovers  spend  about  4  months  on 
breeding  grounds.  5  months  on 
wintering  habitat,  and  the  remaining 
time  mostly  In  their  fall  migration 
(Knopf  and  Rupert  1996). 

Breeding  Distribution  and  Abundance 

As  discussed  by  Knopf  (1996),  die 
continental  breeding  range  of  the 
mountain  plover  has  been  reduced  from 
Its  historical  extent,  especially  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  the  range.  The 
mountain  plover  was  formerly  common 
In  western  and  central  Kansas  (Goss 
1891).  and  reported  as  numerous 
between  Fort  Supply,  Oklahoma  and 
Dodge  City.  Kansas  (McCauley  1877). 
The  species  is  considered  »  have  been 
historically  numerous  In  Colorado 
(Bailey  and  Nledrach  1965)  and 
Wyoming  (Knight  1902).  Mountain 
plovers  formerly  occupied  western 
South  Dakota  (South  Dakota     - 
Ornithologist  s  Union  1991)  and 
Nebraska  (Knopf  1996),  and  there  is  one 
known  breeding  reference  In  North 
Dakota  (Roosevelt  1885).  They  may  have 
bred  In  northern  Mexico  In  1901 
(SanfordetaL  1924). 

Colorado 

Mountain  plovers  have  been  studied 
more  Intensively  In  Weld  County  than 
any  other  location  throughout  their 
range.  Graul  and  Webster  (1976) 
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considered  Weld  Counrv  the  breedlnq 
stranuhuld  for  'he  niuunraln  plovei-.  i 
conclusion  widely  referenced  by 
subsequent  authors  (e.g..  Knopf  and 
Rupert  1996).  Inventories  completed  by 
the  Colorado  Bird  Atlas  Partnership 
from  19S7  through  1993  reported 
mountain  plovers  from  8  percent  of  the 
survey  blocks  inventoried  In  eastern 
Colorado,  and  the  number  of  mountain 
plover  sightings  In  some  survey  blocks 
was  nearly  equal  to  or  greater  than  those 
reported  (rom  Weld  County  (H.  Klngery. 
Colorado  Bird  Atlas  Partnership,  peis. 
comm..  1994.  in  litt..  1998).  Klngery  {in 
lilt..  1997)  esUmated  that  about  7.000 
mountain  plovers  breed  In  Colorado, 
and  that  about  1.500  of  those  breed  In 
Weld  County. 

Shackford  and  Leslie  (1995b)  reported 
mountain  plovers  seen  on  cultivated 
Holds  in  14  counties  In  eastern  Colorado 
from  1992  through  1995,  with  most 
birds  seen  In  Kiowa  County.  Adult 
mountain  plovers  also  occur  on 
cultivated  Fields  In  Las  Animas  County 
wlthlr.  the  boundary  of  the  Comanche 
National  Grassland  In  southeast 
Colorado  (J-  Cllne.  U.S.  Forest  Service. 
in  litt.  1994).  Breeding  mountain 
plovers  also  have  been  reported  from 
southeast  Colorado  by  other  researchers 
(Chase  and  Loeffler  1978;  Nelson  1993: 
R.  Estelle.  no  afflllaUon.  in /itt.  1994). 
Carter  et  al.  (1996)  detecud  mountain 
plover?  at  very  low  densities  in  10 
Colorado  Counties:  mountain  plovers 
were  most  numerous  In  Kiowa  and  Park 
Coundes.  The  Colorado  Natural  Heritage 
Program  conducted  mountain  plover 
surveys  In  Park  County  In  1994.  1995. 
and  1997  (Pague  and  Pague  1994. 
Sherman  et  al.  1996.  Hanson  1997). 
About  1 ,000  mountain  plovers  wen 
esdmoted  In  Park  County  in  1995.  and 
these  surveys  also  disclosed  the 
vulnerability  of  some  breeding  sites  to 
ongoing  anci  potential  urbanization 
(Sherman  et  bL  1996).  Additionally. 
Service  biologists  have  observed  adults 
In  Moffat  County  In  July  (R.  Leachman. 
Service,  pers.  comm..  1998). 

The  Bird  Atlas  Partnership  survey  (H. 
Klngery,  in  Utt.  1998)  and  the  Inventory 
of  cultivated  fletds  (Shackford  and 
Leslie  1995b)  mentioned  above  resulted 
in  observadons  of  breeding  behavior 
and  relative  abundance,  not  estimates  of 
density  or  productivity.  Knopf  (1998) 
reported  densities  of  breeding  birds  on 
the  Pawnee  National  Grassland  (Weld 
County)  as  ranging  between  2.0  and  4.7 
birds/square  kilometer  (km)  between 
1990  and  1994.  In  1995.  the  Pawnee 
National  Grassland  experienced 
exceptionally  wet.  cold  weather  through 
June  and  few  birds  were  found  there 
during  the  breeding  season  (Knopf 
1996).  Sherman  et  al.  (1996)  esdmaied 
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•::iutes  of  nest  success  r,;:d 
pniuuctivlty  in  Colorado  are  available 
frnn-.  studies  on  prairie  habitat  in  Weld 
Cuunty  and  cultivated  lands  -n 
southeast  Colorado.  Nest  success  on  the 
Pawnee  National  Grassland  in  Weld 
CoiMty  ■■\-a5  highly  variable  among 
year- .  Percentage  of  nests  where  at  least 
one  egg  hatched  varied  from  26  percent 
(Knopf  and  Rupert  1996)  to  65  percent 
(Graul  1975).  Mountain  plovers  In  Weld 
County  fledged  an  estimated  1.4  young/ 
nest  during  1969-1974  (Graul  1975)  and 
also  In  1992.  suggesting  that  breeding 
suLt.:ess  In  Weld  County  did  not  change 
much  in  nearly  30  years  (Miller  and 
Knopf  1993).  McCaffery  et  al.  (1984) 
estimated  a  brood  size  of  about  1.3 
chicks/adult  In  Weld  County  Just  prior 
to  fledging.  Knopf  (1996)  hypothesized 
that  repotted  low  fledging  rates  were 
ittrlbuiablfl  to  drought,  which  affects 
the  food  supply  and  simidtaneously 
Increases  predatlon  pressura.  The  only 
other  estimate  of  productivity  in 
Colorado  Is  from  mountain  plovers  on 
cultivated  fields  In  southeast  Colorado, 
southwest  Kansas,  and  northwest 
Oklahoma  where  Shackford  and  Leslie 
(1995a)  estimated  34  peront  of  nests 
were  successful  and  47  percent  of 
chicks  that  hatched  also  fledged.  In 
comparison,  on  the  Pawnee  National 
Grassland,  an  estimated  SO  percent  of 
nests  were  successful  and  47  percent  of 
chicks  that  haxhed  also  fledged  (MUler 
and  Knopf  1993).  Further  studies  are 
needed  to  determine  if  average 
productivity  and  recnUtment  on 
cultivated  lar»d  dl^rs  signiflcantiy  from 
native  grassland.  In  Weld  County  60  to 
70  percent  of  the  mountain  plover 
habitat  occLr«  o:i  the  P^.vnee  National 
Grassland  (F.  Knopf.  In  lia.  1991).  We 
therefore  believe  that  areu  within  Weld 
Cotmty  will  be  important  to  any  future 
conservation  efforts  because  mountain 

Clovers  have  shown  an  afRnlnr  for  this 
Kale,  independent  studies  over  a  30 
year  period  have  confirmed  successful 
reproduction,  and  the  extensive  Federal 
ownership  Improves  opportunities  for 
habitat  nuintetiance  aiid  protection. 

Recent  reports  of  the  mouniatn  plover 
being  more  widely  distributed  In 
Colorado  than  previously  krHnvn  has  led 
to  some  speculation  that  the  population 
in  Colorado  is  stable  or  Improving. 
Puillam  (198^  expressed  caution  that 
basing  a  species'  omservation  rteeds  on 
where  it  is  most  common  rather  than 
where  It  is  most  productive  may  lead  to 
errors.  Although  additional  sightings  of 
mountain  plovers  in  Colorado  are 
mcouraging,  same  of  these  sightings 
have  occurred  on  cultivated  tarxls.  We 
know  of  no  productivity  estimates  that 


are  avallabln  to  compare  production  on 
these  •.■u!'!vatedire3s  ..iihproducttan 
estimated  (torn  histo. ..  LTeeiiing  sites. 

Afonfana 

Breeding  habitat  for  mountain  plovers 
In  Montana  Is  usually  i.j;aracterized  by 
grasslands  and  shrublands  consisting 
commonly  of  needle- -r.d-chread.  blue 
grama.  June  grais.  saituush  [Atnplex 
gardneHi.  and  prickly  pear  cactus.  Most 
breeding  sites  are  grazed  by  domestic 
livestock  or  prairie  dogs,  and  the  largest 
number  of  breeding  mountain  plovers  In 
Montana  Is  found  on  a  large  complex  of 
black-tailed  prairie  dog  tmvns  In 
Phillips  and  Blaine  Counties  (Knowles 
and  Knowles  1998).  The  prairie  dog 
towns  occur  on  the  Charles  M.  Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Fort  Belknap 
Indian  Reservation.  3LM.  State  school 
lands,  and  private  lands.  Mountain 
plovers  In  these  two  Counties  number 
nwer  dian  2.000  individuals,  and  are 
considered  the  second  majv  breeding 
population  for  the  species  (Knopf  and 
Miller  1994.  Knowles  and  Knowles 
1996,  S.  Dlnsmore.  Service,  pers. 
comm..  1998). 

Mountain  plovers  also  breed  on  land 
administered  bv  the  ELM  In  Valley 
County  (Littie  Beaver  Creek),  and  on 
private  land  In  Wh«tland  and  Golden 
valley  Counties  near  the  Littie  Belt  and 
Big  Srunvy  Mountains  (Knowles  and 
Knowles  1998).  Surveys  through  i997 
now  also  confirm  breeding  mountain 
plovers  in  Big  Horn.  Broadwater. 
Cartx)n.  Carter.  Fergus.  Jefferson.  Hill, 
Madison.  MusselsheU.  Petroleum. 
Rosebud.  Toole.  Treasure,  and  Teton 
Counties  (Knowles  and  Knowles  1996. 
1998:  J.  Grensun.  BLM.  pers.  comm.. 
1998). 

Oiily  one  mountain  jri'-\Tr  'vas 
located  during  a  search  of  cultivated 
fields  in  17  oninties  in  Montana  In 
1995,  and  mountain  plovos  appear  to 
use  cultivated  flelds  only  for  foraging 
and  territorial  display:  nesting  has  not 
been  obsHved  In  cultivated  flelds  In 
Montana  (C.  Knowles.  Fauiu  West,  pen 
comm..  1998).  Shackford  and  Leslie 
(1995b)  hypothesized  that  more  frequer 
disturbance  of  Relds.  a  shorter  growing 
season,  and  more  clayey  soils  in 
Montarui  compared  to  Colorado 
(Knowles  pets.  comm..  1998)  may 
explain  Cha  hct  that  fewer  bird:  are 
siflhted  nesting  on  cultivated  flelds. 

With  the  exception  of  the  population 
In  Phillips  and  Blaine  Counties, 
mountain  plovers  total  less  than  BOO 
Individuals  at  the  other  8  locations. 
Theovfbre.  Knowles  and  Knowles  (199f 
estimate  fewer  than  2.B00  mountain 
plovers  In  Montana.  Selected  prairie- 
dog  towns  at  the  Charles  M.  Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  In  Montana 
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yielded  density  estimates  of  6.8  and  5.8 
bJras/snuare  km  in  1991  and  1992. 
respectively.  The  spring  of  1995  was 
very  wet  In  Montana,  and  densities  in 
this  area  were  reported  at  1 .3  birds/ 
square  km  In  that  year  (Knopf  1996). 

Viyomin% 

The  mountain  plover  Is  classified  as 
common  in  Wyoming,  with  breeding 
known  or  suspected  In  20  of  28  blocks 
of  latitude/longitude.  Six  blocks  in  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  Slate  make  up 
the  primary  breeding  range  (Oakleaf  et 
al.  1982).  From  1992  to  1997,  nesting 
was  confirmed  on  the  Thunder  Basin 
National  Grassland  In  northeast 
Wyoming  with  nearly  all  nests  found  on 
black-tailed  pralrfe  dog  towns  (Bartoslak 
1992:  M.  Edwards,  Forest  Service.  In 
Utt,  1994;  T.  Byer,  Forest  Service.  In 
Utt.  1997).  Based  on  1 997  svrvey  data, 
about  ISO  mountain  plovers  occur  on 
die  Grassland  (T.  Byer.  In  Utt,  1997). 
Recentiy,  Thunder  Basin  National 
Grassland  acquired  an  adjacent  parcel  of 
privately-owned  rangeland.  which 
together  with  existing  property  forms  a 
management  unit  that  has  been 
Identified  as  the  next  potential  site  for 
black-footed  ferret  re  introduction.  In 
addition,  the  current  Forest 
Management  Plan  for  Thunder  Basin  Is 
being  revised  and  the  new  plan  will 
Identify  Increased  acreage  to  be 
managed  specincally  for  prairie 
wildlife,  such  as  prairie  dogs  and 
mountain  plovers  (M.  Lockhan.  U.  S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  pers.  comm.. 
1998). 

From  1979  to  1992.  nesting  was 
confirmed  at  the  Antelope  Coal  Mine  In 
the  southern  Powder  River  Basin. 
Reported  breeding  densities  of  0.9  to  2.4 
birds/square  km  are  lower  than  those 
reported  for  Wyoming  prior  to  1965  and 
at  other  breeding  sites  In  Montana  and 
Colorado  (Oelklaus  1989,  Partlsh  1988. 
M.  Edwards.  MiJtr..  1994).  Mountain 
plovers  throughout  the  southern  Powder 
River  Basin  are  generally  thought  to  be 
widely  scattered  at  low  densities,  with 
a  few  areas  of  local  concentrations 
(Oelklaus  1989).  Knopf  (in  ^fft:.  1991) 
found  mountain  plovers  on  the  Laramie 
Plains,  on  the  Chapman  Bench  north  of 
Cody,  and  In  the  vicinity  of  Shirley 
Basin.  One  nest  and  some  adults  were 
located  on  cultivated  lands  In  Laramie 
County  (Shackford  and  Leslie  1995b). 
Mountain  pltivers  also  breed  In  shrub- 
steppe  habitat  in  southwest  Wyoming 
(Oakleaf  et  al.  1982).  Recent  survey 
efforts  in  Wyoming  have  not  been  as 
Intensive  as  those  in  Montana  or 
Colorado.  In  1991.  Knopf  (/n//ff..  1991) 
estimated  fewer  than  1.500  mountain 
plovers  nesting  in  Wyoming. 


New  Mexico 

Hlsroric  -epnn^  T-:m  "'ew  Mexico 
indicate  chat  :noun::iui  niovefs 
numbered  from  several  individuals 
(1968  to  1977  data)  ro  ISO  In  a  single 
Hock  in  July  1937  (Hubbai-d  1978).  Sager 
(1996)  conduaed  mountam  plover 
surveys  in  1995  and  found  152  breeding 
adults  and  26  juveniles  at  35  sites  f n  1 1 
counties  north  of  34  degrees  latitude. 
His  search  was  primarily  confined  to 
areas  nonh  of  34  degrees  latitude. 
However,  one  adult  was  located  in 
Hidalgo  County  during  4  days  of  survey 
effort  south  of  34  deyrees.  suggesting 
that  occasional  breeding  may  occur  tn 
the  southern  parts  of  the  State  (Sager 
1996).  Migrating  mountain  plovers  were 
also  sighted  In  Valencia.  Colfax.  Union, 
and  Torrance  Counties,  with  most  of 
these  seen  on  turf  farms  at  Moriarty  and 
Los  Liinas  (Sager  1996).  The  recent 
surveys  in  New  Mbmcd  imply  that 
additional  searching  may  yield  mcn-e 
mountain  plovers  (S.  >VlllIams  in.  New 
Mexico  Oepartmeni  uf  Game  and  Fish. 
tn  Utt,  1997). 

Oklahoma 

Few  breeding  mountain  plovers  were 
fiound  In  Oklahoma  native  shortgrass 
prairie  and  prairie  dog  towns  in  1986. 
The  few  plovers  found,  combined  with 
the  discovery  of  one  mountain  plover 
nest  on  a  maize  field,  stimulated 
additional  surveys  of  cultivated  fields  in 
Oklahoma  (Shackford  1991).  In 
Cimarron  County  In  the  panhandle  of 
Oklahoma.  Shackfond  (1991)  found  that 
during  the  nesting  seasons  of  1986- 
1990.  60  percent  of  mcnintain  plovers 
observed  were  in  native  grassland  and 
40  percent  were  In  cultivated  fields.  Ten 
of  the  I S  '"!rds  obre:  ■  ;d  In  native 
grassland  were  on  pi  irle-dog  towns. 
Annual  counts  of  mountain  plovers  on 
cultivated  flelds  from  1990  through 
1995  have  ranged  from  3  to  428 
(Shackford  and  Leslie  1995b). 

Other  Breeding  Areas 

In  Utah,  the  only  site  known  to  have 
breeding  mountain  plovers  is  in 
Duchesne  County,  south  of  Myton,  In 
the  Uintah  Basin.  Counts  of  breeding 
mountain  plovers  in  this  area  from  1992 
through  1997  have  ranged  from  7  to  29. 
and  brtHids  have  been  found  in  each 
year  except  1992  (T.  Dabbs.  BLM.  In 
Utt.  1997).  Counts  of  breeding  mountain 
plovers  on  cultivated  lands  in  western 
Kansas  from  1992  through  1995  have 
ranged  from  52  (8  counties  searched)  to 
114  (4  counties  searched)  (Shackford 
and  Leslie  1995b).  Surveys  of  cultivated 
flelds  and  rangelands  within  the 
boundary  of  the  Cimarron  National 
Grassland  In  Kansas  also  have  been 


conducted.  Counts  on  the  Grassland  In 
1991.  1996.  and  1997  ranced  ircin  I  lo 
13.  jr.ri  most  of  the  5igh[;;tij5  wpre  un 
plowed  fields  (J.  Chynoweih.  Forest 
Service,  yn  iitt..  1997). 

Three  pairs  of  mountain  plovers  were 
reported  near  Fort  Davis.  Te.xas.  in  1992 
(K.  Brian,  Davis  Mountain  ^late  Park, 
pers.  comm..  19921.  but  more  recent 
breeding  In  Texas  canr«i  be  confirmed 
due  to  lack  of  permission  to  access 
private  land  (P.  Homer.  Texas  Parks  and 
Wildlife  Department.  In  litt..  1997).  An 
adult  incubating  three  eggs  was  found 
nearSpringerville,  Apache  County. 
Arizona,  in  May  1996  (T.  Cordery.  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  pers.  comm.. 
1998).  A  nesting  mountain  plover  was 
found  in  western  Nebraska  In  1990  (F. 
Knopf,  in  Utt,  1990).  and  two  mountain 
plover  nests  were  found  in  a  fallow  fielc 
in  the  same  vicinity  In  1997  (W. 
Jobman.  Service,  tn  Utt.  1997). 
Seventeen  mountain  plovers  were 
counted  on  10  cultivated  flelds  in 
western  Nebraska  In  1992  and  1995 
(Shackford  and  Leslie  1995b).  The  most 
recent  nesting  record  In  Canada  Is  one 
nest  in  southeastern  Alberta  In  1990  (C. 
Wershler.  Sweetgrass  Consultants 
Limited,  pers.  comm..  1992).  Mountain 
plover  breeding  behavior  was  observed 
In  1998  In  Nuevo  Leoa  Mexico,  but 
additional  surveys  are  needed  to 
confirm  nests  and  broods  {F.  Knopf.  !n 
Utt.  1998).  The  Service  Is  not  aware  of 
any  breeding  records  from  other 
locations. 

Winter  Distribution 

Historically,  mountain  plovers  have 
been  observed  during  the  winter  in 
California.  Arizona.  Texas,  and  Nevada 
the  California  coastal  islands  of  San 
Cl^mente  Island.  Santa  Rosa  Island;  am 
the  Farallon  Islands  (Strecker  1912: 
Swarth  1914:  Alcorn  I946;jun;k  1973 
Jorgensen  and  Ferguson  1984;  Garrett 
and  Dunn  1981:  B.  Deuel.  American 
Birds  Editor,  in //ft,  1992).  In  Mexico, 
wintering  mountain  plovers  have  been 
sighted  In  Baja,  Caltfomia.  as  well  as 
north-central  and  northeastern  Mexico 
specifically  In  Chihuahua.  Coahuila. 
Sonora,  Nuevo  Leon,  and  San  Luis 
Potosi  (Russell  and  Lamm  1978:  A. 
Carra  de  Leon.  The  Bird  Galley.  In  Utt 
1990:  L  Stenzel.  Point  Reyes  Bird 
Observatory,  In  Utt.  1992:  R.  Estelle. 
pers.  comm..  1998).  Currently,  the 
majority  of  mountain  plovers  appear  t( 
winter  in  California,  with  fewer 
reported  from  Texas.  Arizona,  and 
Mexiro. 

The  only  published  scientific  study 
mountain  plovers  on  their  wintering 
habitat  dtKumented  movement  patten 
habitat  preferences,  and  winter  survlv 
rates  In  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  and 
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Carrlzo  Plain  Natural  Area  of  California 
(Knopi  nnd  Rupea  1 395).  Oue  to  the 
lack  of  published  Intbrmatton  on 
wintering  birds,  wa  examined  Christmas 
Bird  Count  data,  notes  of  California 
sightings  compiled  fror.i  American 
Birds.  National  Wildlife  Refuge  records. 
BLM  surveys,  and  other  Information  (I- 
Lowe,  Cornell  Laboratory  of 
Ornithology,  in  Iltt.  1989;  B.  Deuel,  in 
litt..  1992). 

California 

In  California,  mountain  plovers  are 
most  frequently  reported  and  found  In 
the  greatest  numbers  In  two  general 
locations— (1)  In  the  Central  Valley 
south  of  Sacramento  and  west  of  U.S. 
Highway  99,  and  (2)  the  Impra-lal  Valley 
In  southern  Cailfomia.  Throughout 
these  areas,  sightings  occur  on 
agricultural  fields  and  noncuhlvated 
sites:  noncultlvated  sites  are  preferred 
habitat  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995).  Within 
the  Central  valley,  flocks  of  up  to  1 .  100 
birds  have  been  seen  recently  in  Tulare 
County  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995).  The 
Carrizo  Plain  Natural  Area  In  San  Luis 
Obispo  County  also  is  recognized  as  an 
important  wintering  site,  with  wintering 
birds  reliably  reported  from  the  west 
side  of  the  Carrizo  Plain  Natural  Area 
since  1971  (S.Fltton./n/ift,  1992).  The 
Sacramento  Valley  portion  of  the 
Central  Valley  also  provides  wintering 
habitat  for  flocks  of  mountain  plovers 
within  Solano  and  Yolo  Counties. 
During  the  199B  census,  230  and  187 
mountain  plovers  were  observed  within 
each  of  these  counties,  respectively  (K. 
Hunting.  California  Department  of  Fish 
and  Game,  in  litt.  1998). 

About  Z.OOO  mountain  plovers  were 
counted  on  agricult'jml  fields  in  the 
Imperial  Valley  In  1994  (B.  Barnes. 
National  Audubon  Society,  in  litt. 
1994).  At  other  locadoru  in  southern 
Cailfomia.  birds  have  been  seen  at 
Harper  Diy  Lake.  Antelope  Valley,  San 
Jacinto  Lake  Wildlife  Area,  and  the 
Tyuana  River  Valley  (K.  Garrett,  no 
aHlUailon.  pars.  comm..  1989:  G. 
Cardiff,  no  affiliation,  pera.  comm.. 
1992;  T.  Pauiek.  California  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game.  pers.  comm..  1992;  £■ 
Copper,  unafmiated.  In  litt.  1992). 
Mountain  plovera  are  considered 
extirpated  (extinct)  from  Orange  County 
(B.  Harper.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. /n //ft,' 1990). 

Arizona.  Texas.  Nevada  and  Mexico 

Wintering  mountain  plovera  also  are 
reported  from  other  areas,  but  in  much 
lower  numbers  than  are  reported  from 
Califomia.  From  1983  to  1991.  a  total  of 
30  to  180  mountain  plovers  were 
reported  from  southeastern  Arizona  (J. 
Witzeman.  Audubon  Society,  pers. 


mmm..  1992).  In  Texas. -.p  to  130 
iiiMii:-:ain  plovers  wTr>  ■■•■'nrteH  irom 
Guadalupe.  San  PatrtciJ.  .ind 
Williamson  CounUes  (G.  tjsley. 
Regional  Editor  American  Birds,  pers. 
comm..  1992).  Mountain  plovers  also 
have  been  sighted  thnr-.^nout  the  year 
In  Texas  in  Val  Verue. ."  ueces.  Kleburg. 
Aramas.  Tom  Green,  Concho,  and 
Schleicher  Counties  (P.  Homer.  In  Iltt., 
1997).  and  at  Laguna  Atascosa  Nadonal 
Wildlife  Refuge  (L  Laack.  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  In  Utt.,  1992).  In 
Nevada,  several  mountain  plovers  were 
collected  in  the  Lahontan  Valley  In 
19-10.  with  a  few  observed  there  in  the 
1990s  (Alcom  1946;  F.  Knoof.  pers. 
comm..  1995).  In  January  1992.  148 
mountain  plovers  were  counted  at  the 
north  end  of  Laguna  Figueroa.  Baja 
Califomia.  Mexico  (L  StenzeLin/itt 
1992).  About  150  mountain  plovers 
were  seen  on  a  prairie  dog  town  in  San 
Uiis  Potosl.  Mexico.  In  Januaiy  1998  (R. 
Estelle.  pers.  comm..  1998). 
Total  Mountain  Plover  Populadon 
Abundance  and  Trend  Estimates 

Historically,  breeding  mountain 
plovers  were  reported  as  locally  rare  to 
abundant,  and  widely  dlsirlhuied  In  the 
Great  Plains  region  firom  Canada  south 
to  Texas  (Coues  IS7B.  Knight  1902. 
McCafferty  1930.  Bailey  and  Neldrach 
1965).  On  wintering  grounds  in 
Califomia,  as  many  as  10.000  mountain 
plovers  were  repeatedly  counted  In  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  during  the  1960's  (J. 
Engler.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
in  Iltt.  1992).  In  January  1994.  3.346 
mountain  plovers  were  cotmted  during 
a  simultaneous  survey  of  1 7  sites 
throughout  Cailfomia  (B.  Barnes.  In  Utt. 
1994).  A  similar  coordinated  survey  In 
CaliIom:d  .n  ^.muar'  '.998  counted 
2.179  (Hunting.  Iniict.  1998). 

We  present  the  above  estimates  of 
mountain  plover  relative  density  and 
abundance  rangewide  and  within  each 
state  to  give  the  reader  an  indication  of 
the  variability  in  infomiation  reported 
in  published  literature  and  other 
references.  The  estimates  of  abuiKiance 
prtivided  for  each  State  or  area  ara 
usually  from  different  researchers,  from 
dlflerent  times,  and  using  dinerent 
techniques.  Therefore,  the  estimates 
should  not  be  considered  comparable  to 
one  another,  nor  necessarily  additive. 
Knopf  (1996b)  estimated  the  total  1995 
North  American  population  to  be 
between  8.000  and  10,000  birds.  He 
arrived  at  this  estimate  beginning  with 
a  one  day  winter  count  of  3,346 
mountain  plovers  at  all  known 
historical  sites  In  Cailfomia.  assuming 
that  at  ieast  one-half  of  all  mountain 
plovers  In  California  were  missed  by 
that  count,  and  adding  an  estimated 


1.000—3.000  birds  that  wmier  in  te.xas 
and  Mexim. 

Kiiupf  f  1994)  repr^i  rcJ  rhai  beiween 
1966  arul  1991.  ccntmerKat  popubuons 
of  the  mountain  plover  derllned  an 
estimated  63  percent.  Bri-edlng  Bird 
Survey  trend  anaivils  crinniciea  for  the 
period  1966  throu{{h  1996  ue  Ids  ;in 
estimated  annual  rate  of  decline  ot  2.  T 
percent  (P  -  0.02.  95  percent  confidence 
Intervals  -4.7.  -0.6:  Saueretal.  1997). 
Knopf  and  Rupert  {In  press) 
hypothesized  that  reduced  produalvlty 
as  a  result  of  tillage  on  cultivated  lands 
used  for  nesting  may  explain  the  annual 
rate  of  decline  of  this  species.  The 
mountain  plover's  decline  ts  considered 
a  major  conservation  concern  iKnopf 
1994. 1996b). 

Previous  Federal  Action 

On  December  30.  1982,  we  designated 
the  mountain  plover  as  a  category  2 
candidate  species,  meaning  that  more 
information  was  necessary  to  determine 
whether  the  species  status  is  declining, 
stable,  or  improving  (47  FR  5845B).  In 
1990,  we  prepared  a  status  report  on  the 
mountain  plover  suggesting  thai  Federal 
listing  may  have  been  wananted 
(Leachman  and  Osmundson  1990).  We 
elevated  the  mountain  plover  to  a 
category  1  candidate  species  in  the 
November  15,  1994  Animal  Candidate 
Notice  of  Review  (59  FR  58982).  At  that 
time,  category  1  candidate  species  were 
defined  as  chose  species  for  which  we 
had  sufficient  information  on  biological 
vulnerability  and  threats  to  support 
Issuance  of  a  proposed  rule  to  list  !n 
1996.  we  redefined  candidate  species 
and  eliminated  category  2  and  3 
candidate  designations  (61  FR  64481). 
Candidate  species  wer?  defined  using 
the  old  category'  !  delini'.lod.  The 
mountain  plover  retained  its  candidate 
species  designation  as  repomd  In  the 
September  19.  1997.  Review  of  Plant 
and  Animal  Taxa  (62  FR  49398).  On  Jul 
7. 1997.  we  received  a  petition  to  list  tl- 
mountain  plover  as  threatened  from 
iaspe'  Ca.-Iton  of  the  Biodiversity  Legal 
Foundation.  Tha  Service  responded  by 
notifying  the  petitioners  that  petitions 
for  candidate  species  are  considered 
second  petitions,  because  candidate 
species  are  species  for  which  we  have 
afready  decided  that  listing  may  be 
warranted.  Therefore,  no  90-day  findir 
was  required  for  Biodiversity  Legal 
Foundation's  petition. 

Summuy  of  Factors  Affecting  the 
Species 

Section  4  of  the  Endangered  Specie; 
Act  (Act)  of  1973.  as  amended  (16 
U.S.C.  1531  etseq.)  and  regulations  (5 
CFR  part  424)  promulgated  to 
Implement  the  listing  provisions  of  th 
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Act  set  forth  the  procedures  for  adding 
species  [0  the  Federal  lists.  A  species 
may  be  determined  to  be  endangered  or 
threatened  due  to  one  or  more  of  the 
five  factors  described  In  section  4(a)(1). 
These  factors  and  their  application  to 
the  mountain  plover  [Chantdrius 
montanus)  are  as  follows: 

A.  The  Present  or  Threatened 
Destruction.  Modification,  or 
Curtailment  of  Its  Habitat  or  Range. 

As  discussed  below,  mountain  plover 
habitat  Is  threatened  by  the  conversion 
of  grasslands  to  croplands  and  urban 
uses,  domestic  livestock  management, 
and  other  land  uses  (e.g..  prairie  dog 
control,  mineral  development) 
throughout  mountain  plover  breeding 
and  wintering  range. 
Historical  Conversion  of  Grassland  In 
Breeding  Range  * 

Conversion  of  grassland  to  cropland 
within  the  breeding  range  of  the 
mountain  plover  has  been  extensive, 
with  about  32  percent  of  the  grasslands 
In  the  Great  Plains  now  convened 
(Laycock  1987.  Knopf  and  Rupert  in 
press).  Approximately  20  percent  of 
Wyoming's  and  80  percent  of  Texas' 
shortgrBss  prairie  has  been  lost 
(comparable  data  not  available  for  each 
State.  Samson  and  Knopf  1994.  Knopf 
and  Samson  1997).  The  demand  for 
agricultural  development  at  the  turn  of 
century  stimulated  grassland  conversion 
to  croplands  at  both  breeding  and 
wintering  locales.  Conversions 
continu^  in  later  years  tt)  meet 
demands  during  World  Wars  I  and  U.  In 
the  1 940s.  some  additional  land  was 
plowed  to  take  advantage  of  favorable 
precipitation  and  high  wheat  prices 
after  'vVurld  War  il  .Laycock  1987). 
Under  the  Sod  Bank  Aa  of  1956. 
panlcipating  farms  withdrew  cropland 
from  prtxluction  for  3-10  years.  At  the 
peak  of  the  program  in  1961.  14.1 
million  acres  (ac)  In  the  Great  Plains 
were  planted  to  grasses.  Laycock  (1987) 
suggests  that  observations  show  that 
almost  all  of  this  area  was  plowed  again 
beginning  In  the  early  1970s,  along  with 
previously  unbroken  grassland.  Thus, 
the  Soil  Bank  Program  of  1956  was 
successful  as  a  wildlife  habitat 
conservation  measure  only  in  the  short 
term.  Later,  during  the  Russian  wheat 
sale  of  1972  and  authorization  and 
Implementation  of  Federal  water 
projects  In  California's  Central  Valley, 
conversions  of  grassland  continued  (see 
Moore  et  ah  1990.  WlUlams  1992). 
During  the  1970s  and  1980s,  an 
estimated  572.000  ac  (228.800  ha)  and 
15.000  ac  (6.000  ha)  of  previously 
unbroken  grassland  were  plowed  In 
Colorado  and  Kansas  (Laycock  1987). 


Simultaneously,  domestic  livestock 
replaced  natlvp  uiisul.iitfs  :.:>  ihe  primary 
grazer  at  both  breedintj  ;::d  wintering 
locations,  and  livestock  management 
practices  that  encouraged  vegetative 
uniformity  were  adopted  (see  Knopf 
1996c.  and  Knopf  and  Rupert  in  press). 

Currant  Conversion  of  Grassland  In 
Breeding  Range 

We  Investigated  recent  loss  of  native 
rangeland  within  the  breeding  range  of 
the  mountain  plover  using  the  National 
Resources  Inventory  (NRl)  of  the  U.  S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS). 
The  NRI  Is  a  comprehensive  database  of 
natural  resource  information  on  non- 
federal lands  of  die  United  States  that 
focuses  on  soil,  water,  and  related 
resources.  Although  the  survey  is  now 
repeated  every  five  years,  the  earliest 
NRl  data  is  available  Irom  1982  (U.S. 
Department  of  Agncuilure  Soil 
Conservation  Service  1994).  The  1992 
NRl  Summary  Report  provided 
estimates  of  change  in  rangeland 
acreage.  1982-1992.  for  each  state. 
Rangeland  was  defined  as  a  land  cover/ 
use  category  that  includes  land  on 
which  the  climax  or  potential  plant 
cover  is  compcoed  principally  of  rwtlve 
grasses,  grass-like  plants,  forbs.  or 
shmbs  suitable  for  grazing,  and 
Introduced  forage  species  that  are 
managed  like  rangeland.  We  believe  that 
this  cover  type  would  most  likely 
represent  the  vegetative  elements 
required  by  breeding  mountain  plovers. 

Colorado.  Montana,  and  Wyoming  are 
the  three  Slates  with  the  majority  of 
breeding  mountain  plovers:  some  breed 
in  Kansas.  Nebraska,  and  Oklahoma. 
Using  areas  Inventoried  by  Knowles  and 
Knowles  (10931  -ind  "^hsckford  and 
Leslie  tl995'-j.  we  cc,;rpared  the  change 
In  rangeland  that  has  occurred  in  their 
Inventory  areas  between  1982  and  1992. 
With  the  exception  of  Phillips  and 
Blaine  counties.  Knowles  and  Knowles 
(1998)  report  more  mountain  plovers 
from  Broadwater.  Golden  VaUey. 
Jefferson.  Madison.  Valley,  and 
wheatiand  counties  than  other  locations 
In  Montaria.  The  counties  Inventoried 
by  Shackford  and  Leslie  (ig95b)  closely 
describe  the  area  commonly  reported  as 
the  mountain  plover  breeding  range  In 
Colorado.  Kansas.  Nebraska.  Oklahoma, 
and  Wyoming  Wo  believe  the  30 
counties  in  the  six  sutes  which  we 
selected  for  review  of  NRl  data  are  a 
good  representation  of  areas  either 
currently  or  historically  occupied  by 
mountain  plovers. 

Data  were  not  available  for  all  of  the 
selected  Montana  counties.  From  1982 
to  1992.  the  amotmt  of  rangeland  In  the 
selected  counties  of  Wyoming  decreased 


25,300  ac.  In  Colorado  466.200  ac.  in 
Nebraska.  18.41)0  .ic.  ;n  Kansas.  30.700 
ac.  jnd  i.T  Oklahoma  .'"'.01)0  acres. 
These  decreases  occ-jrrcd  because  of 
conversion  to  a  vartctv  of  landuses. 
Including  cropland,  ueveloped  land, 
and  other  rural  lands  tU.  S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  Soil  C  jn:crvarlon  Ser^'lce 
1994).  These  data  sujgrst  that  the 
conversion  of  grasslanos  remains  a 
significant  threat  to  the  species.  Given 
the  fact  that  mountain  plovers  are 
endemic  to  grasslands,  we  believe  that 
a  similar  proportion  of  mountain  plover 
habitat  was  likely  lost  during  that  time 
period.  In  fact,  the  conversion  of 
grasslands  to  cropland  Is  reported  by 
many  authors  as  a  cause  for  the  decline 
of  mountain  plovers  and  their  habitat 
(e.g..  Graul  and  Webster  1976.  Fauna 
West  1991.  Knopf  and  Rupert  Jn  press). 
Mountain  plovers  are  known  to  breed 
on  private  grasslands  near  the  Llttie  Bell 
and  Big  Snowy  mountains  In  Montana. 
on  private  lands  within  the  boundary  of 
the  Pawnee  National  Grassland  tn 
Colorado,  and  In  other  areas  that  could 
be  converted  to  croplands  (Knowles  anc 
Knowles  1993.  Knopf  and  Rupert  In 
pressi.  Three  mountain  plover  nest  stte; 
on  grasslands  In  central  Montana  were 
converted  to  cropland  In  1995  under  a 
fium  plan  approved  by  the  Natural 
Resoums  Conservation  Service,  and 
grassland  conversion  Is  occurring  at 
other  l(x:ations  in  Montana  (Knowles 
and  Knowles  1996.  1998). 

Cultivated  Areas  tn  Breeding  Range  as 
Potential  Population  Sinks 

A  direct  loss  of  habitat  is  not  the  onb 
effect  of  grassland  conversion  in  the 
breeding  range.  Conversion  may  not 
only  desCToy  existing  mountain  plover 
breeding  sites  fse=  i>r",'  /les  and 
Knowles  1996b.  :9i:51  and  eliminate  tl" 
opportimtty  to  manage  grasslands  to 
provide  fiiture  nesting  sites  (e.g.. 
through  burning  and  grazing] .  it  also 
may  create  habitats  that  attract  breedlr 
mountain  plovers  which  would  then  b 
exposed  to  the  tilling  of  cultivated  flel 
to  control  weeds.  TlUs  tilling  can 
destroy  mtnmtaln  plover  nests,  eggs, 
and  chicks  (Shackford  and  Leslie 
l99Sa.b:  Knopf  1996b:  Knopf  and 
Rupert  tn  press). 

In  the  last  25  years.  Great  Plains' 
forms  have  become  lanjer  and  new  crc 
have  become  economically  feasible. 
Many  farmers  now  plant  extensive  ar< 
to  sunflowers  and  mlUet.  as  well  as 
winter  and  spring  wheat.  Fields  may 
remain  fallow  until  early  May.  after 
most  mountain  plovers  have  started 
nesting.  Many  nests  are  then  destroye 
by  farm  equipment  when  the  fields  ai 
planted  in  May.  Mountain  plovers  mi 
renest  on  these  fields,  but  then  likely 
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abandon  nests  as  the  rrraln  crofx becomes 
too  tail  10  jilow  ploveis  ro  scan  thetr 
surroundings  for  predators  (Knopf 
1996b).  In  other  Instances,  fallow  fields 
may  not  be  planted,  but  may  be  tilled 
periodically  to  control  weeds. 

During  (he  nesting  season  of  I9P5. 
Shackford  and  Leslie  (1995b)  seaithed 
999  km  around  cultivated  fields  in  68 
counties  of  eight  States.  They  observed 
54  mountain  plovers  on  a  total  of  29 
cultivated  fields  in  13  counties  in  five 
of  the  eight  States:  Colorado.  Montana. 
Nebraska.  Oklahoma,  and  Wyoming. 
The  majority  of  plovers  observed  on 
cultivated  fields  were  in  the  southern 
portion  of  the  range  (53  of  54  birds) : 
Laramie  County.  Wyoming  (19  birxls). 
southwestern  Nebraska  (13).  and  eastern 
Colorado  (17).  Shackford  and  Leslie 
(ig95b)  concluded  that  fewer  birds  are 
found  nesting  In  cultivated  ntlds  In 
northern  latitudes  because  upland  crops 
are  sparse  in  Montana  and  Wyoming, 
there  is  a  shorter  growing  season,  and 
spring  wheat  planted  In  northern 
latitudes  is  disturbed  more  frequently 
than  the  winter  wheat  planted  In  the 
south.  The  shon  intervals  between 
disturbances  for  spring  wheat  would  not 
normally  allow  enough  time  for 
breeding,  nesting,  and  yoimg  rearing. 

In  1993  and  1994.  48  percent  of  nests 
located  on  cultivated  flelds  In  Colorado. 
Oklahoma,  and  Kansas  were  destroyed 
by  tilling  Shackford  and  Leslie  199Sa). 
Although  the  long-term  effect  of  tilling 
on  mountain  plover  pnxluctlvlty  and 
abundance  is  not  known,  cttltivated 
lantls  may  represent  a  reproductive 
"sbik"  (Knopf  1996b;  Knopf  and  Rupert 
in  press).  Pulllam  (1988)  described  a 
repnxlucdve  sink  as  habitat  where 
reproduction  of  a  species  is  less  than 
mortality,  so  that  immigration  from 
more  productive  habitats  (I.e.. 
"sources")  Is  needed  to  maintain  the 
species'  presence  at  the  sink.  Sinks  are 
habitats  where  breeding  efforts  are 
misrepresented  as  recruitment  Into  the 
population,  but  where  die  mortality 
actually  causes  a  population  decline. 
We  concur  with  Knopf  and  Rupert  (In 
press)  that  the  source-sink  dynamics  (as 
described  by  Pulllam  (1988))  are  likely 
operating  on  the  gtassland-culttvated 
sites  used  by  mountain  plovers  in 
Colorado.  Kansas,  and  Oklahoma. 

Many  grasslancls  are  not  suitable 
breeding  habitat,  and  therefore,  are  not 
used  by  mountain  plovers.  However, 
conversion  of  these  grasslands  also  can 
be  considered  detrimental  because  such 
conversion  may  create  locally 
acceptable  habitat  (Knopf  and  Rupert  Jn 
pnsst  on  which  mountain  plovers  are 
then  exposed  to  tilling  (i.e..  creation  of 
sink  habitat,  see  above).  Consequently, 
grassland  conversion  may  be  considered 


a  threat  to  mountain  plo\  t 
conserv.ni.tuiwherhTr'T    'itthe 
grasslands  ,n  preisiitiy  ■  ;irable 
breeding  habitat,  pattiaiiarly  when 
conversions  are  proposed  within  the 
southern  portion  of  the  bird's  breeding 
range. 

Grasslands  in  the  b.""i;ng  range  also 
are  being  converted  to  w;  run  uses. 
Nationwide,  between  1982  and  1992.  a 
14  million  ac  (5.600.000  ha)  increase  in 
developed  land  came  in  part  frtim 
conversion  of  2  million  ac  of  rangeland 
(U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Soil 
Conservation  Service  1994).  In  Park 
County.  Colorado,  which  may  support 
about  1.000  mountain  plovers,  the 
number  of  residential  building  permits 
has  tripled  between  1991  and  1997  In 
areas  of  the  Counqf  known  to  have 
breeding  habitat  (Hanson  1997:  G. 
Nichols.  Park  County,  Colorado.  In  Utt 
1998). 

Historical  Convetjtoi  of  Grassland  In 
Winter  Range 

In  the  early  1900s.  a  great  number  of 
mmintain  plovers  were  reported  on 
wintering  areas  In  California  on  both 
giasslantis  and  agricultural  lantls 
Kirlnell  et  aL  1918).  Prior  to  extensive 
human  development,  grasslands 
occupied  about  8.900.000  hectares  (ha) 
(22  mllUon  ac)  throughout  California, 
with  about  20  percent  occurring  in  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  (Dasmann  1965  and 
Butcham  1982  cited  In  Moore  et  aL 
1990.  During  agricultural  development, 
extensive  conversion  of  nattual  habitats 
occurred  and  propordonately  more 
grasslands  were  oonveited  than  any 
other  cover  type  (Ewing  et  aL  1988. 
Moore  et  al.  1990).  The  amount  and 
variety  of  mountain  plover  habitat  has 
been  slgnil  •.  ;mly  rat.  :i  kI  throughout 
the  Central 't  alley  and  in  southern 
California.  To  more  fully  evaluate  the 
degree  of  mountain  plover  habitat 
conversion  that  has  txcuired.  we 
imlewed  the  habitat  inventories 
completed  for  other  declining  terrestrial 
spedej  In  th^  San  Joaquin  Valley.  While 
the  San  Joaquin  Valley  encompasses 
only  the  southern  portion  of  the  Central 
Valley,  we  belle^w  the  trend  there  is 
representativ  e  of  wintering  habitat 
degradation  elsewhere. 

Grasslands  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley 
have  been  nearly  extupated.  with  less 
than  60.700  ha  (150.000  ac)  In  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  floor  reniUnbig 
unaffected  by  cultivation  or 
urbanlzadon  (Service  1997). 
Consequendy.  habitats  preferred  by 
mountain  plovers  have  been  reduced  to 
less  than  4  percent  of  their  historical 
abimdance  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995. 
Anderson  et  al.  1991).  Research  In  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  documents  that 


wintering  mountain  plovers  prefer 
V;illey  4ink  scrub  ami  crasslands  ov-^r 
any  oiftlie  :uore  cornT.ion  cuitivaieo  land 
(Anderson  et  al.  1 9M  i ;  Knopf  and  Rupert 
1995).  However,  the  slrk  scruD  and 
grasslantls  occupy  no  more  than  about 
■26.400  ha  (66.000  .id  vf  'he  San  Joaouin 
Valley  (Andeison  et  jl.  1991).  Mountain 
plovers  In  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  ore 
dependent  nn  these  core  areas  of 
tmcultlvated  lands  for  early  winter 
survival,  and  further  loss  of  these  areas 
would  be  detrimental  to  the  species 
(Knopf  and  Rupert  1995).  Apparently 
due  to  the  scarcity  of  uncultivated 
wintering  habitat,  mountain  plovers  use 
croplands  created  by  annual  cultivation 
as  alternate  foraging  areas  (Knopf  and 
Rupert  1995).  Such  use  may  give  the 
appearence  that  conversion  to  cropland 
Is  benign.  However,  motmtain  plovers 
may  not  benefit  in  the  long  term  because 
the  cultivated  lands  are  coitunonly 
treated  with  pesticides  and  may  become 
urbanized  (AJnertcan  Farmland  Trust 

1989.  Moore  et  aL  1990.  Knopf  1996b). 
Most  of  the  remaining  undeveloped 
lands  In  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  are 
primarily  Ui  the  foodtllls  of  the  Valley, 
and  are  iantls  that  have  less  potential  for 
agriculttjral  pnxlucdon  (Moore  et  al. 

1990.  Service  1997).  While  die  Carrizo 
Plain  Nattnal  Area  contiguous  to  the 
west  side  of  the  Valley  is  recognized  as 
a  regular  wintering  area,  only  about  10 
percent  of  Its  102.792  ha  (254.000  ac) 
has  vegetation  and  topography  suitable 
tor  mountain  plovers  (U.S.  BLM  1995.  S. 
Fltton.  Infllt.  1992). 

Effects  of  Range  Management  on 
Mountain  Plover  Habitat 

Historically,  mountain  plover  habitat 
•t  both  breeding  and  win:erlrg  sites  was 
a  byproduct  of  the  nomadic  behavior  of 
bison,  elk.  and  pronghom.  and  the 
fossotlal  (dlggltig)  behavior  of  numerous 
rodents.  Today  prairie  dogs  and 
kangaitso  ret  numbers  have  been 
reduced  on  a  significant  portion  of  their 
former  range,  and  the  grazing  effects  of 
the  dominant  herbivore  (domestic 
llvesmck)  are  usually  closely  managed 
1^  rotatliig  the  livestock  within  fenced 
pasture  aUotments.  Current  range 
management  practices  for  domestic 
Uveattxrk.  ti}gether  with  extensive 
eradlcadon  of  prairie  dogs  and  other 
btirrowlng  nxlents,  has  adversely 
affected  inoimtaln  plover  habitat,  as 
detailed  below. 

Some  current  domestic  livestock 
pazing  management  emphasizes  a 
unlfbnn  grass  ctjver  to  minimize 
grassland  and  soil  disturbance  (Knopf 
and  Rupert  In  press),  whereas  the 
landscape  created  by  the  native 
herbivores  was  a  mosaic  of  grasses, 
fotbs.  and  bare  groimd  that  could 
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chan^e  frequently  In  time  and  location. 
The  "ihifi  to  llvesto.k  grazing  strateu'-s 
that  favor  uniform  cover  Is  belteved  :o 
be  partly  responsible  for  the  decline  of 
mountain  plovers  In  Oklahoma  and 
Canada  (Howers  1985.  Wershler  1989). 
Mountain  plovers  are  no  longer  reported 
from  the  Lewis  Ranch  in  central 
Montana  since  elimination  of  grazing 
there  In  1993  (Knawles  and  Knowles 
1998).  Mountain  plovers  on  the  Pawnee 
National  Grassland  are  closely 
associated  with  heavily -grazed  sites. 
Therefore.  In  order  to  prevent 
deterioration  of  existing  mountain 
plover  breeding  habitat,  the  Forest 
Service  has  deferred  Implementation  of 
new  grazing  management  plans  that 
would  have  reduced  stocking  rates 
(Forest  Service  ig94b).  However,  similar 
attention  to  the  vegetative  requirements 
of  mountain  plovers  is  not  1^  place 
throughout  their  breeding  range.  The 
decline  In  the  cattle  and  sheep  industry 
has  caused  additional  rangeland  to  be 
converted  to  cropland.  wliJch  is 
believed  to  have  eliminated  some  of  the 
mountain  plover  habitat  in  Montana 
(Fauna  west  1991.  Knowles  and 
Knowles  1998). 

Range  management  projects  to 
Improve  forage  conditions  for  domestic 
livestock  are  conducted  on  public  and 
private  lands  throughout  the  range  of 
the  mountain  plover.  Examples  of  these 
projects  include  "pitting"  to  Increase 
moisture  retention  in  the  soil. 
Introduction  of  exotic  grass  species  such 
as  crested  wheatgrass.  watershed 
Improvement  projects,  and  fire 
suppression  (Graul  1980.  Fauna  west 
1991,  Knowles  and  Knowles  1993). 
These  activlUes  enhance  the 
development  of  taller  vegetation  and 
have  uilminaced  suitaDitj  mouniam 
plover  nesting  habitats  in  Montana  and 
Colorado  (Craul  and  Webster  197B. 
Knowles  and  Knowles  1993). 

EH^ects  of  the  Decline  of  Burrowing 
Mammals  on  Mountain  Plover  Habitat 

The  decline  of  the  mountain  plover  is 
partially  due  to  the  decline  of  prairie 
dogs  in  plover  breeding  range  and  the 
decline  of  small  burrowing  mammals  In 
plover  winter  range  (Knowles  et  al. 
1982;  Fltton.  in  iJtt.  1992.  Knopf  1994). 

Breeding  Range 

Mountain  plovers  occur  within  prairie 
dog  towns  in  Colorado.  Montana, 
Wyoming,  and  Oklahoma  (Knowles  et 
al.  1982:  Flowers  1985;  Shackford  1991: 
Codbey  1992:  Nelson  1993;  Edwards,  in 
Utt..  1994:  T.  Byar.  in  Utt..  1997;  S. 
Dinsmore.  pers.  comm..  1998).  Active 
prairie  dog  towns  In  Montana  have 
shorter  vegetation  and  more  abundant 
mountain  plover  food,  and  therefore  ire 


better  foraging  sites  than  adiarent  sites 
wlth.iut  prairie  dogs  !0!f:t>;i  11*85).  tn 
Phillips  County.  Monic::i.  :::imnta:n 
plovers  were  found  to  selectively  use 
only  those  active  prairie  dog  towns  that 
also  were  grazed  by  cattle:  mountain 
plovers  were  not  seen  on  inaaive  or 
ungrazed  prairie  dog  towns  (Knowles  et 
al.  1982).  Most  of  the  mouniam  plover 
nests  found  on  survey  transects  in 
Phillips  County  durmg  the  past  S  years 
were  located  on  prairie  dog  towns  (S. 
Dinsmore.  pen.  comm..  1998).  The 
largest  population  of  mountain  plovers 
In  Montana  occurs  on  prairie  dog 
colonies,  and  between  1992  and  1998. 
prairie  dog  occupation  of  these  colonies 
was  reduced  by  as  much  as  80  percent 
as  a  result  of  sy  tvadc  plague  (J. 
Grensien,  pers.  comm..  1998).  Mountain 
plover  numbers  along  prairie  dog 
transect  routes  within  the  area  a^ected 
by  plague  declined  from  80  In  1991  to 
19  In  1997.  but  Increased  to  27  in  1998 
following  some  rectjvery  of  the  prairie 
dog  population  (S.  Dinsmore  pers. 
comm.  1998).  We  believe  that  the  best 
Information  available  indicates  that 
mountain  plovers  in  Phillips  Coimty  are 
dependent  on  the  activities  of  prairie 
dogs.  Because  mountain  plovers 
breeding  In  Montana  represent  a 
significant  pan  of  the  species  total 
population,  eradication  of  prairie  dogs 
in  Montana  would  not  only  bo 
detrimental  to  local  conservation  of 
plovers  (Knowles  and  Knowles  1998). 
but  also  could  Impact  their  viability 
nnge-wlde. 

In  Wyoming,  prairie  dogs  on  the 
Thunder  Basin  Nations!  Grassland 
effeaively  maintain  the  vegetative 
characteristics  required  by  mountain 
plovers.  To  maintain  these 
characteristics  in  the  -nsence  of  prairie 
dogs,  more  intensive  grazing  by 
domestic  livestock  or  native  ungulates, 
or  burning,  would  have  to  be  conduced 
(T.  Byer,  pers.  comm.,  1998).  The 
Importance  of  prairie  dogs  to  mountain 
plover  habitat  on  the  Pawnee  National 
Grassland  In  Colorado  was  recenUy 
recognized  following  a  significant 
reduction  in  habitat  caused  by  record 
rainfall  diere  In  1995.  Prairie  dogs  on 
die  Grassland  have  been  effective  in 
maintaining  the  vegetative  structure 
suitable  for  nesting  mountain  plovers, 
while  die  vegetation  at  similar  sites 
without  prairie  dogs  is  now  too  tall  or 
dense  to  be  suitable  habitat  for 
mountain  plovers. 

Prairie  dog  abundance  and 
distribution  has  been  reduced  by  up  to 
98  percent  across  the  species  range  due 
to  concerted  efforts  aimed  at  eradication 
of  prairie  dogs,  extensive  habitat 
reduction  and  fragmentation,  and 
sylvatic  plague  (Marsh  1984.  Whicker 


andDetiIng  1993.  Miller  etal.  igg-l.  W. 
Gin.  Service.  Jn //tt  l""'l. 

Prairie  dogcontiol  >  .-.-•inv.r'^  :o  flcftr 
on  private  and  public  Ijnti^  mrcughoat 
the  mountain  plover's  breeding  range. 
Prairie  dog  conservation  efforts  now 
being  Implemented  at  black-footed  ferre 
recovery  sites  In  southeastern  Wyoming 
(56  FR  A 1473)  and  nor[h<enu^l 
Montana  (59  FR  42696)  will  prevent 
prairie  dog  control  from  threatening  the 
success  of  the  ferret  recovery  efforts. 
Mountain  plovers  at  these  sites  will  be 
incidentally  protected  by  these  efforts. 
but  similar  strategies  are  not  in  place 
throughout  the  species  range.  Outbreak: 
of  sylvatic  plague  continue  to  occur,  am 
no  measures  an  available  to  effectively 
prevent  or  minimize  the  negative  effecr 
of  plague  on  prairie  dog  populations. 

Prairie  dog  towns  also  are  threatened 
by  land  use  conversion  (Knowles  and 
knowles  1993).  Further  loss  of  prairie 
dog  towns  within  the  current  breeding 
range  of  the  mountain  plover  would  be 
detrimental  to  plover  conservation. 
Conversely,  the  conservation  of  the 
mountain  pltiver  can  be  enhanced  by 
implementing  strategies  to  Increase  the 
distribution  and  abundance  of  prairie 
dogs  on  breeding  habitat. 

Wintering  Range 

Some  wintering  habitat  In  California 
continues  to  be  maintained  In  suitable 
condltiora  by  the  activities  of  ciant 
kangaroo  rats  and  California  ground 
squirrels  (Knopf  and  Rupert  1995).  We 
estimate  that  the  federally  listed  giant 
kangaroo  rat  occupies  less  than  about  2 
percent  of  Its  former  range  due 
primarily  to  conversion  of  grassland 
habitat  to  agriculture  and  urbanization 
and  secondarily  to  other  incidental 
human  activities  and  c  ■i'tr;^l  cf 
California  ground  squlrreb  (J2  FR  283; 
Further  loss  of  giant  kangaroo  rat 
colonies  within  the  current  winter  rani 
would  be  detrimental  to  plover 
conservation.  Conversely,  the 
conservation  of  the  mountain  plover  c: 
be  enhanced  by  Implementmg  strategii 
to  increase  the  distribution  and 
abundance  of  giant  kangaroo  rats  on 
wintering  habitats. 

Oil.  Gas.  and  Mineral  Development  In 
Motmtain  Plover  Breeding  Habitat 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  and  developmen 
rammonly  occur  throughout  the 
breeding  range  of  the  moimtaln  plover 
Ongoing  development  of  natural  gas 
resources  in  southwest  Wyoming  now 
exceeds  the  rate  of  development 
projected  3  years  ago,  and  the  volume 
natural  gas  suspected  to  occur  could 
make  the  rate  of  development  the 
highest  in  the  Nation  (R.  Amldon.  BU 
pers.  comm..  1998).  Oil  and  gas 
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deveiooment  requires  ronstructlon  of 
lndivlt.!ua[  well  pads,  jcress  roads, 
travel  corridors,  and  pipelines 
{Brockway  1992).  Roads  present  a  direct 
hazard  Tor  a  variety  of  reasons. 
Mountain  ploven  nest  on  nearly  level 
ground  (often  near  roads),  adults  and 
chicks  often  feed  on  or  near  roads,  and 
roads  may  be  used  as  travel  corridors  by 
mountain  plovers,  all  of  which  make 
plovers  susceptible  to  being  klUed  by 
vehicles  (McCafFerty  1930. laun  1957. 
Godbey  1992.  Knowles  and  Knowles 
1996).  Chicks  and  adults  are  vulnerable 
to  stress  caused  by  human  disturbance. 
and  chicks  require  shading  by  adults  to 
avoid  heat  (Graul  197S}.  Because  adults 
may  abandon  chicks  during  dlstraciion 
displays  (Graui  1975).  any  human 
actlviQT  that  elicits  distraction  displays 
Is  likely  to  Increase  the  vulnerabUlty  of 
chicks  to  stress.  Thus,  development  of 
oil  and  gas  resources  could  atlveisely 
affea  mountain  plover  habitat  or  cause 
the  death  of  Individuals  (Brockway 
1992). 

Mineral  resources  found  within  the 
range  of  the  mountain  plover  include 
coal,  uranium-vanadium,  benionlte,  and 
hard  rock  minerals.  Many  of  these 
resources  occur  on  public  lands  and  are 
commonly  mined  using  surface  mining 
techniques.  Up  to  25  percent  of  the 
mouncain  plover  habitat  at  the  Antelope 
Coal  Mine  in  Converse  County, 
Wyoming,  has  been  affeaed  by  mining 
disturbance  In  the  past  (K.  Edwards.  In 
Utt.  1994),  but  mountain  plover 
sightings  at  the  coal  mine  have 
remained  fairly  stable  In  recent  y^nn, 
and  the  habitat  impacts  may  not  have 
affeaed  population  levels  (B.  PostovU. 
Powder  River  Eagle  Surveys,  pers. 
coram..  1998).  However,  other  surface 
coal  mining  Is  proposed  In  W^mtng 
that  may  Impact  mountain  plovers  or 
their  habitat  (M.  Jennings,  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  in  Utt.  1998). 

B.  OvemtUtzadon  for  Commercial. 
RecreationaJ.  Scienatlc  Educationai 
Purposes 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Treaty  Act  in  1916.  mountain 
plovers  were  commercially  hunted  for 
food.  There  is  no  recent  evidence  that 
mountain  plovers  are  overutUlzed  for 
any  purpose. 

C.  Disease  or  Predadon 
Disease-related  factors  are  not  known 

to  be  a  problem  to  the  spades.  Mountain 
plovers  are  most  vulnerable  to  terrestrial 
and  avian  predators  as  eggs  and  chicks, 
and  are  only  rarely  killed  as  adults. 
Potential  avian  and  terrestria)  predators 
include  the  prairie  falcon  {Falco 
mexicanus).  loggerhead  shrike  {Lanjus 
iudovlcianus).  swift  fox  ( Vulpes  veloxi. 


ground  squirrels  ISpennopMlus  so.). 
;;nd  a  vote  (Coiiis  ia«rr.-'hj  'Zrr^ul  1975). 
Nest  predatlon  ;u  the  ruv.'nce  i';atlon3l 
Grassland  has  ranged  between  15  to  74 
percent  from  1969  'o  1994  (Graul  1975. 
Miller  and  Knopf  1993.  ixnopf  iind 
Rupert  1996).  A  high  i-ieof  nest 

Rredatlon  by  swift  fox  m  ihe  Pawnee 
ational  Grassland  in  1993  and  1994 
may  have  been  due  to  tempomrily 
reduced  prey  resources,  and  is  not 
believed  to  be  a  factor  in  the  long-term 
decline  of  the  mountain  plover 
population  [Knopf  and  Rupert  1996). 
D.  The  Inadequacy  of  Existing 
Regulatory  Mechanisms 

Protecting  the  mountain  plover  and 
its  habitat  Is  complicated  bKause  its 
breeding  and  wintering  habitats  occur 
over  a  wide  geographic  area,  which 
Includes  private  and  public  land,  and 
numerous  State  and  Federal  authorities. 
Federal  laws  that  provide  protection  of 
mountain  plovers  Include  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act. 
Federal  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 
Reform  Act.  Endangered  Species  Ace. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordfnadon  Act. 
Federal  Agriculture  Improvement  and 
Reform  Aa  of  1998.  and  Mlgratniy  Bird 
Treaty  Act  To  various  degrees,  these 
laws  address  Federal  candidate  species. 
migratory  birds,  or  declining  species 
when  evaluating  potential  effects  of 
federally  authorized,  ftinded.  or 
permitted  actions.  Further,  some 
Federal  agencies  hove  adopttd  policies 
requiring  consideration  of  declining 
species  during  project  review,  to  ensure 
that  Federal  acdons  do  not  cause  a  trend 
toward  Federal  listing.  Howev«-,  the 
effectiveness  of  these  extsttng  Federal 
regulations  and  policies  are  highly 
variable  und  may  not  "  *  suHlctent  to 
reverse  the  species'  cccUne  throughout 
Itsrann. 

The  Forest  Service  has  adopKd  an 
interim  mountain  plover  management 
strategy  far  oil  and  g  js  activities  on  the 
Pawnee  National  Grassland  because  of 
the  potential  Impact  these  acttvldes 
would  have  on  the  spedes  {U.S.  Forest 
Service  1994).  The  BLM  has  adopted  the 
same  strategy  for  oU  and  gas  activities 
under  its  administration  at  the  same 
location  {II.S.  BLM  ia94).  Spatial 
buffers  to  protect  mountain  plovers  have 
also  been  adopted  on  Forest  Service  and 
Bureau  lands  In  Colorado.  Wyoming, 
and  Utah  (M.  Bkll.  Forest  Service,  in 
Utt..  1997:  T.  Byer.  in  Utt.  1997;  T. 
Dabbs.  In  Utt.  1997).  Howrever.  many  of 
the  mln«al  resources  occur  as  split 
estate  ownership,  where  the  surface  is 
owned  by  the  Federal  government  but 
the  subsurface  minerals  are  owned  by 
private  parties.  Stratei^es  adopted  by 
Federal  agencies  to  pro^ct  mountain 


ptu'/ers  are  not  as  effecrlve  on  split 
HS'.-.ie  lands  bersusM  -he  FecM  j1 
Guvemmtni  hos  \l-:\  ivcilstcry 
authority  over  private  :.unace  activities. 
In  stxithwest  Wyoming  rhe 
"checkerboard"  paitem  of  alternating 
private  and  public  :and  (Federal  and 
State  sections)  also  reduces  the 
effectiveness  ol  Federal  plover 
conservation  measures. 

Land  exchange  or  disposal  by  Federal 
agencies  may  also  involve  mountain 
plover  habitat.  For  example,  land 
exchanges  on  the  Thunder  Basin 
NadonaJ  Grassland  In  Wyoming  have 
resulted  In  transfer  of  known  nesting 
habitat  to  private  ownership,  as  welt  as 
transfer  of  nesting  habitat  on  private 
land  to  Forest  Service  ownership  (T. 
Byer.  pers.  comm..  1998).  In  Colorado. 
the  BLM  has  identified  mmiertnts 

Siarceb  of  public  land  that  are  available 
or  exchange  or  disposal  to  the  public. 
Induding  parcels  in  Park  County  ftnown 
to  be  mtnintain  plover  habitat  (L.  Delke. 
BLM,  in  Utt,  1997).  Disposal  of  these 
lands  requires  review  by  the  BLM.  yet 
the  candidate  status  of  the  motmtaln 
plover  may  not  be  effective  as  a 
mechanism  to  retain  all  breeding  sites  In 
public  ownership  (E.  Brekke.BLM.  pers. 
comm..  1998).  While  federal  ownership 
of  mountain  plover  habitat  Is  not 
necessary  to  insure  conservaUon, 
retaining  known  habitat  In  federal 
ownership  reduces  the  burden  of 
conservation  on  private  landowners. 

The  mtnmtain  plovo-  Is  now  classified 
ts  endangered  in  Canada,  threatened  In 
Nebraska,  a  "species  of  special  Interest 
or  concern"  In  Montana.  Oklahoma,  and 
California,  and  designated  a  "species  In 
need  of  conservation"  In  Kansas 
(WershlerandWani*  !9&6:Flath  1934: 
E.  Hunt.  Callforr.i;*  .*  .oanxent  of  Fish 
and  Game,  in  Utt.  IBSO:  Nebraska  Game 
and  Parks  Commission  1992:  Oklahoma 
Department  of  Wildlife  Conservadon 
1992:  Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife 
ukI  Parks  1992).  The  mountain  plover 
Is  currently  beUev«Kl  to  be  extirpated 
from  North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota 
(Faanea  and  Stewart  1982).  Only 
Califbmla  and  Nebraska  have  laws 
requiring  evaluation  of  State<tlsted 
spedes  through  a  consultation  process. 
States  other  than  those  Identified  above 
have  Ttot  given  the  mountain  plover  any 
special  destgnadon.  In  1995.  Colorado. 
Kansas,  Montaha.  Nebraska.  New 
Mexico.  Oklahoma,  and  Wyoming, 
designated  the  mountain  plover  as  a 
"species  of  management  concern"  unde 
the  Partners  In  Flight  Program  (Service. 
InUtt.  1995).  It  is  not  known  If  the  bird 
has  any  official  designation  in  Mexico. 

State  listing  can  encourage  State 
agencies  to  use  existing  authorities  to 
achieve  recovery,  stimulate  research. 


7596 


Federal  Regisier/VoL  64.  No.  30/Tuesday.  February   (u.    !999/Proposed  Rules 


and  allow  redirecrtion  of  priorities 
within  .ttate  natural  resource 
departments.  However,  without 
measures  to  protect  the  species'  habitat, 
such  State  taws  are  generally  inadequate 
to  ensure  conservation  of  the  species. 

£.  Other  Natural  or  Manmade  Factors 
Affecting  its  Continued  Existence 

Natural  Factors  Affecting  Nesting 

Mountain  plover  nests  are  often  found 
grouped  in  localized  areas,  which 
suggests  a  loose  colonialism  during  the 
breeding  season  (Graul  1975).  Results  of 
studies  conducted  in  Colorado  and 
Montana  suggest  a  high  degree  of  site 
ndellty  in  mountain  plovers,  with  both 
males  and  females  returning  to  nest 
within  several  hundred  meters  of  the 
previous  year's  nest  site,  and  banded 
chicks  returning  as  adults  the  following 
year  to  nest  at  their  natal  are^  (Graul 
1973.  Knopf  t996b). 

The  mountain  plover's  narrow  range 
of  habitat  requirements  combined  with 
Its  site  fidelity  Increases  its 
vulnerability  to  Impacts  at  traditional 
breeding  locales.  Although  mountain 
plovers  or  their  habitat  may  be  affected 
by  legalized  dimadc  events  (Graul 
1973,  1975),  we  do  not  believe  such 
events  have  contributed  to  the  historic 
decline  of  the  species.  Howaver,  a 
declining  mountain  plover  population 
combined  with  high  site  fidelity 
characteristics  may  increase  their 
vulnerability  to  such  events  in  the 
future.  For  example,  the  Pawnee 
National  Grassland  received  30  cm  (12 
In)  of  rainfall  In  one  month  during  the 
spring  of  1995  (Ball.  In  Utt  1997)  which 
caused  vegetation  growth  in  1995  that 
averaged  30  cm  (12  In)  In  height. 
thereoy  eliminating  mountain  plover 
nest  site  charaaerisucs.  Independent 
surveys  determined  that  mountain 
plover  abundance  on  the  Pawnee 
National  Grassland  has  declined  by  as 
much  as  90  percent  compared  to  the 
pre-1995  surveys  (Ball,  in  Utt.  1997:  F. 
Knopf.  In  Utt.  1997).  In  1998.  mountain 
plovers  were  not  observed  at  their 
traditional  nesting  sites  on  the  Pawnee 
National  Grassland,  suggesting  that  'he 
deteriorated  habitat  conditions  have 
caused  mountain  plovers  to  abandon 
much  of  this  area  (F.  Knopf,  in  Utt. 
1998).  Similarly,  researchers  witnessed 
the  destruction  of  all  nests  and  chicks 
in  a  given  area  during  a  single  flash 
flood  event  in  1997  In  central  Montana 
(C.  Knowles.  pers.  comm.,  1998). 
Therefore,  climatic  events  that  render 
areas  unsuitable  for  nesting  may  mean 
that  birds  who  return  to  that  area  for 
nesting  must  expend  additional  time 
and  energy  locating  a  suitable 
alternative  area.  This  search  may  result 


In  a  decreased  reproductive  success  for 

that  year.  The  long-'err?  ..I'V.-i  if  sucn 
naturally  occurring  (;ar.nj;;aplii'S  un 
mountain  plover  viability  is  no^  known, 
but  populations  at  low  abundance  are 
more  vulnerable  to  extirpation  by  such 
events.  Naturally  occurring  events  can 
increase  the  risk  of  etiirpatlon  at  local 
breeding  sites. 
Manmade  Factors  Affecting  Nesting 

In  addition  to  loss  of  habitat,  human 
disturbance  during  the  nesting  period 
may  directly  Impact  mountain  plovers 
due  to  their  sensitivity  to  stress 
(Wershler  and  Wallis  1986).  Mountain 
plover  chicks  less  than  2  weeks  old  may 
die  In  15  minutes  If  shade  is  not 
available  on  days  when  the  temperature 
exceeds  27"  C  (81'  F)  (Graul  1975). 
Adults  have  been  known  to  abandon 
eggs  after  being  disturbed  an  the  nest, 
and  adults  also  may  die  from  stress 
(Graul  1975).  Consequently,  any  human 
activity  that  slgniflcantiy  modifies 
behavior  by  adults  will  not  only 
Increase  the  exposure  of  chicks  to 
natural  elements,  but  also  will  increase 
the  vulnerability  of  adults  to  stress- 
related  mortality. 

Grasshoppers  that  occur  throughout 
the  breeding  tange  of  the  mountain 
plover  can  reach  population  levels 
considered  a  threat  to  agriculture,  and 
stimulate  grasshopper  control  measures. 
Although  cooperative  grasshopper 
control  programs  between  the  Animal 
and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service 
(APHIS)  and  private  land  owners  have 
been  abandoned,  federally-subsidized 
control  can  be  Implememed  If  a  severe 
grasshopper  outbreak  occurs  and 
congressional  funding  Is  provided  (L. 
McEwen.  Colorado  State  University, 
pers.  comm..  1998).  CiTJSshopper  control 
methods  can  reduce  r  :  abundance  of 
grasshoppers  by  more  dian  90  percent. 
as  well  as  reduce  the  abundance  of 
nontargei  Insects  {Fair  et  al.  1995). 
Although  control  Is  designed  to  reduce 
rather  thm>  eradicate  grasshoppers. 
mtju''*.*!''"  ,.lDvcr  productivity  may  be 
Influenced  oy  a  reduction  in  prey 
abundance  (Animal  and  Plant  Health 
Inspection  Service  1987.  Graul  1973, 
Knopf  1996b.  Knopf  and  Rupert  1996). 

In  addition,  mountain  plovers  are  at 
risk  from  increased  metabolism  of  DDE 
residues  If  their  foraging  behavior  Is 
altered  to  compensate  for  this  reduced 
Insect  abundance  (U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  1975.  Fair  et 
al.  1995).  Grasshopper  control 
subsidized  by  APHIS  is  designed  to 
minimize  Impacts  to  wildlife  species: 
however,  due  to  the  reduction  in 
Federal  programs  to  control  grasshopper 
Ififestatlons.  private  landowners  may 
choose  control  methods  that  increase 


the  contaminant  risk  to  mituntain 
plovers.  Therpfore.  iinssiii-pnercontrnl 
un  brCT*tii:!^  Iiahitat  ^5  ronMu-'reii  J 
potential  threat  to  mountain  plovers. 

Manmade  Factors— Wintering 

In  Cullfornja.  pesticides  are  applied  to 
rul.fvated  fields  during  the  5  months 
ihai  inoumatn  plovers  occupy  these 
wintering  habitats  (Knopf  1996b}.  Birds 
are  exposed  to  pesticides  by  adsorption 
through  the  skin,  preening.  Ingestion, 
and  inhalation  {Driver  et.al.  1991).  To 
Investigate  the  potential  threat  of 
pesticides  to  mountain  plovers,  adults 
were  collected  from  wintering  habitats 
and  eggs  were  colleded  from  breeding 
habitats  (F.  Knopf,  In  Utt.  1991).  The 
adults  and  eggs  v^rere  analyzed  for 
concentration  of  oiganochlorlnes 
(hydrocarbon  pesticides),  selenium,  and 
heavy  metals.  Forty  whole-body 
samples  of  adults  from  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  had  residues  of  DDE  (a  principal 
environmental  metabolite  of  DOT) 
ranging  from  near  I  m  10  parts  per 
milHon  ( L.  (^Ison,  Service.  !n  Utt. 
1992:  A.  Archuleta.  Service,  pers. 
comm..  1995).  Twenty-two  of  the  54 
eggs  collected  In  Colorado  and  Montana 
had  DDE  residues  similar  to  those  founc 
In  the  wintering  birds. 

Although  these  DDE  residues  In  eggs 
do  not  appear  detrimental  to  mountain 
plover  reprtjduction,  residues  found  in 
adults  may  cause  death  to  some 
Individuals  if  they  are  mobilized  to  the 
brain  (U.S.  Envlrormiental  Protection 
Agency  1975).  While  average  selenium 
concentrations  found  In  samples  from 
winter  habitats  are  below  thresholds 
that  would  cause  concern  for  populatlo 
level  effects.  Individual  mountain 
plovers  may  be  at  risk  in  some  location 
(J.  Skorupa.  Service,  pers.  comm.,  1993 
A.  .Archuleta,  pers.  comm.,  1995).  Heav 
metal  concentrations  were  within 
acceptable  thresholds  (A.  Archuleta. 
peis.  comm..  1995). 

We  have  confirmed  that  the  field 
application  of  27  pesticides  is 
responsible  for  killing  numerous  speclt 
of  birds  throughout  the  Ne  :lu    (t.. 
Smith.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 
in  Utt.  1992).  Diazinon,  dlmethoate. 
mevinphos,  and  chlorpyrtfos  are 
included  on  this  list  of  27  pesticides, 
and  are  commonly  applied  to  a  variety 
of  agriculttual  crops  in  Imperial  Count 
and  the  Central  Valley  of  California 
from  November  through  February 
(California  Department  of  Pesticide 
Regulation,  in  Utt.  1998).  Ten  odicr 
pestiddes  identified  by  the  Service  (R. 
Smith,  in  Utt.  1992)  aa  toxic  to  birds 
also  are  used  In  Imperial  County  and  t 
Central  Valley,  but  primarily  during 
times  when  mountain  plovers  are 
absent.  Studies  conducted  In  the  San 
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Joaquin  Valley.  Callfomta.  ro  determine 
expo.-'' ire  of  mountain  plovers  to 
organ- iphosphates  and  carbamates  were 
Inconclusive.  Chollnesterase  activity 
levels  of  motmtaln  plovers  from  the 
exposed  site  were  consistently  higher 
than  those  at  the  reference  site,  vet 
slgnincant  chollnesterase  Inhibition  was 
not  tleteaed  In  any  mountain  plover  (W. 
Iko.  USGS-Biologlcai  Resources 
Division.  In  Utt.,  1997). 

Conclusion 

In  summary,  threats  to  mountain 
plovers  occur  at  both  breeding  and 
wintering  locales.  Conversion  of 
rangeland  to  croplands  has  been 
significant  on  breeding  habitat  with 
about  30  percent  of  rangeland  in  the 
Great  Plains  nt)w  converted  to  crops. 
The  cultivated  lantis  now  Interspersed 
with  prairie  in  the  southern  pftt  of  the 
plover's  breeding  range  are 
hypothesized  to  repraent  a 
reproductive  sink,  which  may 
significantly  impact  ttiaintenance  of  a 
viable  poptilatlon.  Similarly  In  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley,  a  significant  wintering 
area,  only  60,700  ha  (ISO.OOO  ac)  of  the 
valley  btmom  remain  cnirrently 
uncultivated,  and  less  than  half  of  that 
may  qualify  as  preferred  habltaL 
Throughout  the  breeding  range,  bison 
are  fUncdonally  exanct.  prairie  dogs 
have  been  considerably  reduced,  and 
cuirent  domestic  livestock  grazing 
management  does  not  always  promote 
the  vegetative  and  bare  gitiund  snructure 
required  by  mountain  ploveia. 
Similarly,  the  native  herbivores  that 
once  maintained  wintering  habitats  in 
California  are  either  flinctionally  or 
virtually  extirpated.  Oil  and  gas 
development  occurs  on  core  breeding 
sites  on  the  Pawnee  National  Ciassland. 
and  Is  ptesendy  developing  rapidly  In 
southwest  Wyoming.  Rangeland 
grasshopper  control  may  Impaa 
mountain  plover  productivity  on 
breeding  habitat,  and  mountain  ploveis 
are  exposed  to  pesticide  use  while  on 
wintering  habitat. 

We  have  carefully  assessed  the  best 
scientific  and  cotnmerclal  information 
available  regarding  the  past,  present, 
and  future  threats  faced  by  the 
mountain  plover  In  determining  to  Issue 
this  proposed  rule.  The  present 
distribution  and  abuntlance  of  mountain 
plovers  la  at  risk  given  the  potential  for 
these  impacts  to  continue.  Federal 
listing  under  authority  of  the  Act  is  the 
only  mechanism  wo  can  presentiy 
identify  that  ensures  protection  to  the 
mountain  plover  diroughout  Its  life 
cycle  and  throughout  Its  tange.  on  both 
public  and  private  lands.  Thetefore. 
based  on  this  evaluation,  the  preferred 
action  Is  to  list  the  mountain  plover 


{Charadrlus  monranus)  as  a  threatened 

species.  VVhile  not  in  iTimcdlaie  ■laniier 
of  extinction,  we  beiiu"!  ine  moiuitain 
plover  la  likely  to  become  an 
endangered  species  in  the  foreseeable 
future  unless  measur-s  are  taken  to 
reverse  the  decline  resulting  from  the 
above  described  thrcjis. 

Critical  Habllal 

Critical  habitat  is  defined  In  section 
3(5|(a)  of  the  Act  as;  (D  the  specific  areas 
within  the  geographical  area  occupied 
by  a  species,  at  the  time  It  Is  llsled  in 
accordance  witii  the  Act.  on  which  are 
Ibund  those  physical  or  biological 
features  (1)  essential  to  tile  conservation 
of  the  species  and  (11)  that  may  require 
special  management  considerations  or 
protection  and:  (U)  specific  areas 
outside  the  geographical  area  ticcupled 
by  a  species  at  the  time  It  Is  listed,  upon 
a  detetmlnarton  dial  such  areas  are 
essential  fbr  the  conservation  of  the 
species.  The  term  "conservation"  as 
defined  In  section  3(3)  of  the  Act  means 
"to  use  and  the  use  of  all  methods  and 
procedures  necessary  to  bring  any 
endangered  or  threatened  species  to  the 
point  at  which  the  measures  provided 
pursuant  to  this  Aa  are  no  longer 
necessary."  i.e..  the  species  Is  recovered 
and  can  be  removed  fiom  die  list  of 
endangered  and  direatened  species. 

Section  4(a|(3)  of  die  Act.  as 
amended,  and  implementing  regulations 
[50  CFR  424.12)  require  diat  to  the 
maximum  extent  prudent  and 
determinable,  die  Secretary  designate 
critical  habitat  at  die  time  die  species  is 
determined  to  be  endangered  or 
direatened.  Our  regulations  (50  CFR 
424.12(a)(1))  state  Oiat  designation  of 
critical  habitat  Is  not  prudent  when  one 
or  both  CI'  he  followlr:!;  'Ituations 
Bjtist— (I)  me  species  is  threatened  by 
taking  or  other  human  acttvl^.  and 
Identlflcadon  of  critical  habitat  can  be 
expected  to  Increase  the  degree  of  thteat 
to  die  species,  or  (2)  such  designation  of 
critical  habitat  would  not  be  beneficial 
to  die  species.  We  find  diat  designation 
of  critical  habitat  for  die  plover  Is  not 
prudent  because  there  would  be  no 
additional  benefit  to  the  species  beyond 
diat  conferred  by  listing  it  as  threatened. 
The  reasons  for  dils  conclusion, 
including  the  factors  consitleTed  In 
weighing  die  potential  benefits  against 
the  risks  of  designation,  are  provided 
below.  ..   ,_. 

Potential  benefits  of  critical  habitat 
designation  derive  from  section  7(a)(2) 
of  the  Act  which  requires  Federal 
agencies.  In  consultation  with  us.  to 
ensure  that  thoU-  actions  are  not  likely 
to  Jeopardize  die  continued  existence  of 
listed  species  or  to  result  In  the 
destruction  or  adverse  modification  of 


critical  habitat  of  such  ■  pedes.  Crltiral 
habitat,  bydednlucii  .L:ipiies  only  :o 
Fi-d.^ral  agency  air:  .■ii*i.  "lie  iiii  CFR 
402,U2  defines  "Jeopniuize  the 
continued  edstence  -jf '  js  mejnlng  to 
engage  in  an  action  that  would 
reasonably  be  expfted.  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  reduce  appreciably  the 
Ukelihaod  of  both  the  sun-ivai  and 
recovery  of  a  listed  species  in  the  wild 
by  reducing  the  reproduction,  numbers, 
or  distribution  of  that  species. 
"Destruction  or  adverse  modincation" 
of  critical  habiut  Is  defined  as  a  direct 
■  or  indirect  alteration  that  appreciably 
diminishes  the  value  of  critical  habitat 
for  both  the  survival  and  recovery  of  a 
listed  species.  Such  alt..-rations  include, 
but  are  not  limited  to.  alterations 
adversely  modifying  any  of  those 
physical  or  biological  features  that  were 
die  basis  for  determining  the  habitat  to 
be  critical.  Thus.  In  die  section  7(a)(2) 
consultation  process,  thejeopartly 
analysis  fticuses  on  potential  eSects  on 
the  species'  papulations,  whereas  die 
destruction  or  adverse  modification 
analysis  focuses  on  the  value  of  habitat 
to  the  species.  However,  both 
JeopanUzbig  the  continued  existence  of 
a  species  and  adversely  modifying 
critical  habitat  have  similar  standanls 
and  similar  thresholds  for  violation  of 
section  7  of  die  Act  Biological  opinions 
that  conclude  Uiai  a  Federal  agency 
action  Is  likely  to  adversely  modify 
critical  habitat  but  Is  not  likely  to 
JeopartUze  the  continued  existence  of 
die  species  fbr  which  critical  habitat  has 
been  designated  are  extremely  rare 
historically:  none  have  been  issued  In 
recent  years. 

The  mountain  plover's  distribution 
and  biology  are  pfni'-iiiy  relevant  to 
the  not  prudent  detcnr.inatiort  as  it 
relates  to  the  section  7  consultation 
process  discussed  above.  The  mountain 
plover  Is  a  neotropical  migratory  bird 
found  In  11  different  States  In  die 
western  and  southwestern  United  Stats 
and  Mexico.  I:  nrcuoles  grasslands  ,ir 
sites  with  grassla^ld  characteristics. 
Indutllng  manmade  lantlscapes  such  as 
sod  farms  and  cultivated  fields,  and 
areas  heavUy  grazed  by  catde.  Mountalr 
plovers  comnionly  occur  on  public 
lands  at  both  breeillng  and  wintering 
locales.  The  best^iocumented  mountalr 
plover  breeding  areas  include  lands 
managed  by  eldier  the  BLM  or  Forest 
Service  in  Montana  and  Colorado. 
Breeding  and  wintering  mountain 
plovers  occur  on  other  Federal  tantls  In 
each  of  Uiese  States,  as  well  as  in 
Wyoming.  Utah,  New  Mexico,  and 
CallfomlB.  The  habitat  in  the  other 
locations  may  be  managed  by  the  above 
agencies,  or  in  a  few  cases  by  the 
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Service  or  the  Department  of  Defense.  In 
addition  'o  rhetr  occurrence  on  Federal 
lands,  mountain  plovers  also  occur  on 
private  lands  which  may  be  enrolled  In 
Federal  programs  that  support 
commodity  production.  Federally 
sponsored  activities  an  private  land  will 
receive  the  benefit  of  section  7 
consultation,  regardless  of  whether  or 
not  critical  habitat  is  designated. 

As  stated  above,  the  mountain  plover 
is  a  migratory  bird  that  has  a  wide 
distribution  throughout  its  breeding  and 
winter  range.  While  mountain  plovers 
demonstrate  a  degree  of  fidelity  to 
breeding  locations,  specific  nest  site 
locations  can  vary  from  year  to  year 
depending  on  availability  of  essential 
habitat  elements.  Studies  of  mountain 
plovers  on  winter  habitat  In  California 
have  shown  that  winter  site  fidelity  Is 
poorly  developed,  and  flocks  of  birds 
may  travel  over  55  km  (33  mills  (mil) 
between  alternate  foraging  sites. 
Further,  the  mountain  plover 
demonstrates  an  affinity  for  sites  wlUi  a 
mosaic  of  short  vegetation  and  bare 
ground.  These  attributes  are  subject  to 
change  annually  In  proportion  and 
distribution  due  to  either  natural  (e.g., 
fire,  succession,  seasonal  predpltatton) 
or  human-caused  (e.g.,  grazing  intensity, 
range  management)  events.  It  would  be 
impractical  to  designate  specific 
geographic  locations  as  critical  habitat 
when  the  essential  elements  of  that 
habitat  may  shift  temporally  and 
spatially  across  the  landscape. 

Designation  of  critical  habitat  may 
provide  a  minor  benefit  In  that  It  may 
assist  In  securing  funding  or  acquiring 
land  for  conservation.  In  some  cases,  the 
designation  of  critical  habitat  may 
provide  some  benefits  to  a  species  by 
Idenufv'lng  areas  important  ;o  ihe 
species'  conservation,  including  habitat 
that  Is  not  presently  occupied  and  that 
may  require  restoration  effona  to 
support  recovery.  In  some  cases,  the 
designation  of  critical  habitat  serves  to 
notify  Federal  agencies  of  the  presence 
of  a  listed  species  on  land  they 
administer  However,  in  this  case,  the 
Service,  the  BLM.  and  the  Forest  Service 
are  all  aware  of  the  presence  of  the 
mountain  plover  on  their  lands,  and  In 
some  cases  currentiy  perform 
affirmative  management  actions  for  this 
species. 

Listing  of  the  moimtain  plover  as  a 
direatened  speclea  also  publicizes  the 
present  vulnerability  of  this  species. 
Any  designation  of  critical  habitat  for 
this  species  could  reasonably  be 
expected  to  increase  the  potential  threat 
of  vandalism  or  Intentional  destruction 
of  the  species  habitat  In  light  of  the 
vulnerability  of  tills  species  to 
vandalism,  the  intentional  destruction 


of  its  habitat  (for  example  tilling  nests, 
tilling  mssiand  habisor).  ■•!  Tiljturliance 
caused  by  birders,  the  il2;.pi-nntIDn  of 
critical  habitat  and  the  puaiicaiion  of 
maps  providing  locations  and 
descriptions,  as  required  for  the 
designation  of  critical  hahllat,  would 
reasonably  be  expecred  ta  increase  the 
degree  of  threat  to  the  species  and  Its 
habitat.  Increase  the  difficulties  of  law 
enforcement,  and  further  contribute  to 
the  decline  of  the  mountain  plover. 

Therefore,  because  the  mountain 
plover  is  widely  distributed  on  Federal 
lands  and  also  may  occur  on  private 
lands  enrolled  In  Federal  programs,  the 
designation  of  critical  habitat  would 
provide  lltde  additional  benefit  beyond 
that  provided  by  the  Jeopardy  standard 
under  section  7  regulations.  In  addition, 
the  moimtain  plover's  affinity  for 
habitat  elements  that  are  likely  to 
change  frequently  at  bodi  breeding  and 
wintering  locales  strongly  suggest  diat 
the  biological  value  of  any  critical 
habitat  designation  would  be  short 
lived.  Lasdy.  designation  brings  about 
the  potential  for  an  increased  risk  of 
bitentional  destruction  of  birds  or  their 
habitat  Conaequentiy,  we  have 
determined  that  the  designation  of 
critical  habitat  for  the  United  States 
population  of  the  mountain  plover  is 
not  prudent 
Available  Conservation  Measures 

Potential  conservation  measures  to 
reverse  tile  declining  trend  for  diis 
species  might  Include  incentives  to 
landowners  to  leave  some  cultivated 
areas  unplanted  until  plover  eggs  have 
hatched,  grazing  plans  for  native  range 
diat  encourage  high  grazing  intensity  in 
plover  nesting  areas,  haying  and  grazing 
nn  existing  Conservation  Reserve 
Program  tracts  to  manage  frr  the  grass 
height  and  density  required  by  nesting 
plovers,  and  seeding  criteria  for  new 
Conservatton  Reserve  Program  tracts 
that  wotUd  encourage  establishment  of 
nartv.-  shongrass  prairie  species  in 
preference  to  taller  grasses.  The  Service 
is  initiating  discussions  with  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
to  explore  ways,  such  as  the 
{^nservation  Reserve  Enhancement 
Program,  that  these  measures  might  be 
Implemented  on  private  land, 

(Jonservation  measures  provided  to  a 
species  listed  as  endangered  or 
threatened  under  the  Act  include 
recognition,  recovery  actions, 
requirements  for  Federal  protection,  and 
prohibitions  against  certain  practices. 
Recognition  dirough  listing  encourages 
and  leatls  to  the  implementation  of 
conservation  actions  by  Federal.  State. 
County,  and  private  agencies,  groups, 
and  individuals.  The  Act  provides  for 


possible  land  acquisition  and 
':ooperrtion  '-vlth  the  S:.i:rs.  .ml 
requiies  rnjt  recover.^ i:ci;n,,,  .leiarried 
out  for  all  listed  species,  .nirh  actions 
are  Initiated  by  us  followiiii'  'liUng.  The 
protection  required  of  Federal  agencies 
and  the  prohibitions  against  taking  and 
hrrm  tss  disc-jssed.  in  parr.  J:elow. 

Section  7ra)  of  the  .Aa  requires 
Federal  agerdes  to  evaluate  iheir 
actions  with  respect  to  any  species  that 
Is  proposed  or  listed  as  endangered  or 
threatened,  and  with  respect  to  Its 
critical  habitat  if  any  is  being 
designated.  Regulations  Implementing 
this  Interagency  cooperation  provision 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  are 
codified  at  50  CFR  pan  4(12.  Secr.on 
7(a)(4)  of  the  Act  requires  Federal 
agencies  to  confer  informally  with  us  on 
any  action  that  Is  likely  to  jeopardize 
the  continued  exlsIeiKe  of  a  proposed 
species  or  result  In  destruction  or 
adverse  modlflcation  of  proposed 
critical  habitat  If  a  species  is  listed 
subsequentiy.  section  7(a)(1)  provides 
that  all  Federal  agencies  shall  utilize 
their  authorities  In  furtherance  of  the 
purpose  of  the  Act  by  canying  out 
programs  for  the  conservation  of  species 
listed  purauam  to  the  Act  Further, 
section  7(a)(2)  of  the  Aa  requires 
Federal  agencies  to  ensure  that  activities 
they  authorize,  fund,  or  carry  out  are  not 
likely  to  jeopartllza  the  continued 
existence  of  such  a  species  or  to  destroy 
or  advatsely  modify  its  critical  habitat. 
If  a  Federal  action  may  affect  a  listed 
species  or  Its  critical  habitat  the 
responsible  Federal  agency  must  enter 
bito  formal  consultation  with  us. 
Consequentiy,  Federal  listing  will  cause 
all  Federal  agencies  to  consider 
mountain  plover  confer.  :::'.on  neet's 
during  their  review ,  f  -c::  -  tties  thty 
may  (iind.  authorize,  or  cany  out 

Section  10(a)(2)(A)  of  the  Act  allows 
fbr  the  incidental  taking  of  federally 
listed  species  on  private  lands,  where 
no  Federal  agency  action  exists, 
pnrvided  the  applicant  adopts  a  habitat 
conservation  plan  (HCP)  to  minimize 
the  degree  of  take  while  furthering  the 
conservatton  of  the  species.  We 
anticipate  that  HCPs  will  be  requested 
should  the  mountain  plover  become  a 
federally  listed  species.  We  encourage 
and  will  participate  in  the  development 
of  HCPs  to  ensure  that  mountain  plovers 
can  be  conserved  throughout  their  range 
while  authorizing  incidental  take 
associated  with  otherwise  lawful 
activities.  We  believe  that  habitat 
modification  techniques  shown  to  be 
effective  for  the  mountain  plover  can  be 
incorporated  into  HCPs  that  may  be 
Implemented  at  breeding  or  wintering 
locales. 
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A  unique  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
(MOAi  wns  slpned  In  'OM  by  the 
Secretary  uf  the  Oeparcment  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Governor  of  Colorado. 
The  purpose  of  the  MOA  Is  to  address 
the  conservation  needs  of  declining 
species  in  Colorado,  with  a  goal  of 
preventing  their  decline  to  a  point  at 
which  Federal  listing  could  be  needed. 
The  mountain  plover  Is  mentioned 
specifically  In  this  MOA,  and  a  work 
group  now  exists  to  address  Its  needs. 
We  have  panidpaced  diligently  with  the 
work  group  to  pursue  the  goals  of  the 
MOA  and  believe  chat  the  MOA  can  be 
an  efTecdve  vehicle  to  promote  and 
implement  mountain  plover 
conservation  actions  in  Colorado,  and 
perhaps  encourage  similar  conservation 
actions  (n  adjoining  States. 

Mountain  plovers  occur  on  lands 
administered  by  the  Service,  Fprest 
Service.  BLM.  and  other  agencies.  For 
all  public  lands  where  mountain  plovers 
occur,  the  Act  would  requlra  the 
appropriate  land  management  agency  to 
evaluate  potential  Impacts  to  mountain 
plovers  that  may  result  from  activities 
they  IVind.  authnize.  or  cany  out  The 
Act  requires  consultation  under  section 
7  of  the  Act  for  activities  on  private 
lands,  Including  tribal  lands,  chat  may 
tmpaa  the  survival  and  recovery  of  the 
mountain  plover.  If  such  activities  are 
funded,  atrthorlzed.  or  permitted  by 
Federal  agencies.  The  Federal  agencies 
that  may  be  Imralved  as  a  result  of  this 
proposed  rule  include  the  Service.  BLM. 
Forest  Service.  APHIS.  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs.  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service,  Farm  Services  Agency. 
Department  of  Defense.  Department  of 
Energy.  Department  of  Justice,  and  the 
EPA. 

Federal  agency  actlcns  that  may 
require  comerence  and/or  consultacion 
as  described  in  the  preceding 
paragraphs  include: 

(1)  Removing,  thinning  or  altering 
vegetation.  Mountain  plover  nest  sites 
have  short  vegetation,  while  caller 
vegetation  may  be  required  by  chicks  for 
shade  and  hiding  cover 

(Z)  Modifying  topography  and  soils  at 
breeding  sites.  Mountain  plover  nest 
sites  are  on  land  with  less  than  5 
percent  slope,  and  usually  have  at  least 
30  percent  bare  ground.  Any  activity 
that  alters  one  of  these  charaaerlstlcs 
would  likely  be  detrimental: 

[3)  Domestic  livestock  grazing 
management.  The  current  state  of 
knowledge  indicates  that  domestic 
llveaBKk  grazing  Intensity  Influences 
the  quality  of  mountain  plover  habitat 
Review  of  grazing  management 
proposals  would  be  necessary  to 
determine  their  compatibility  with  the 
mountain  plover  and  Its  habitat.  Those 


proposals  that  ad^'eIse^y  affect  a  species 
or  its  habitat  'e-g..  .iltcfnij  vptjetatlva 
struaure  or  composKio:i  that  destroys 
suitable  habitat  charaaenstlcs)  would 
require  reasonable  and  prutient 
alternatives  or  reasonable  and  prudent 
measures  to  minimize  .ncidental  ta'c: 

(4)  Controlling  burrov.  ir.3  rodents. 
Prairie  dogs,  giant  kangaroD  rats,  and 
California  ground  squirrels  are  known  to 
create  suitable  conditions  for  mountain 
plovers: 

(5)  Conversion  of  untilled  grassland  to 
tilled  land.  While  mountain  plovers  are 
found  on  passlands.  they  are  attracted 
to  cultivated  lands  for  foraging 
opportunities  and  nesting,  which  makes 
them  vulnerable  to  effects  from  tilling 
ind  pesticide  application.  Therefore, 
cultivated  lands  are  likely  a 
reproductive  sink-  Bierefore.  Federal 
programs  that  encourage  conversion  of 
grasslands  to  cultivated  land  could  be 
deoimental  to  the  omservadon  of  the 
mountain  plov«: 

(6)  Human  activities  near  nesting 
motmtaln  plovers.  Federal  proposals  or 
permits  for  activities  that  wnild  create 
dlsturtance  during  the  nesting  period 
could  Interfwe  with  ntHntal  nesting 
behavior  and  result  in  the  death  of  eggs, 
chicks  and/or  adults; 

(7)  Regtstradon  of  pesticides.  We  have 
documented  that  numenius  pesticides 
are  toxic  to  birds  during  field 
application  and  some  of  these  pesticides 
are  used  while  mountain  plovers 
occupy  breeding  and  wlnieriiu  habitats: 

(8)  Oil.  gas,  or  mineral  development 
on  known  nesting  w  wintering  habitat 

The  Act  and  Implementing 
regulations  fbund  at  50  CFR  17.21  and 
17.31  set  forth  a  series  of  general 
prohibitions  and  exceorions  that  apply 
to  all  threiirenrd  -vildiire.  The 
prohibitions,  coulflea . :  50  CFR  17.21 
and  17.31,  In  part  makfl  It  Illegal  for  any 
rierson  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  to  take  (Indudes  harass. 
huin,  pursue,  hunt  shoot,  wound,  kill. 
trap,  capture,  or  collect:  or  atttmpt  any 
of  tiiese).  Import  or  export  sHp  In 
intestate  commerce  in  the  course  of 
commercial  activity,  or  sell  or  offer  for 
sale  in  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce 
any  such  species.  It  also  Is  Illegal  to 
possess,  sell,  deliver,  cany,  transport,  or 
ship  any  such  wildlife  that  has  been 
taken  Illegally.  Certain  exceptions  apply 
to  a^ncs  of  the  Service  and 
conservation  agencies. 

Under  certain  circuinstanccs.  permits 
may  be  issued  to  carry  out  otherwise 
prohibited  activities  imralvlng 
threatened  wildlife  species.  Elegulationa 
governing  permits  are  ctKlifled  at  SO 
CFR  17.32.  Such  permits  are  available 
for  scientific  purposes,  enhancement  of 
propagation  or  survival  of  the  species. 


educational  purposes,  mologlcal 
CKiilbitlon.  ;Mciricr.taI  taki-  in 
'-cnnec'lon  v.lth  cihtr.vistf  lawful 
aatvltles.  and/or  other  special  purposes 
consistent  with  the  purf  .:ses  of  the  .Act. 
Requests  for  copies  of  ±e  regulations 
regarding  listed  wildlife  and  inquiries 
about  prohibitions  and  pemits  may  be 
addressed  to  the  Pern::t5  i^ranch.  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  P.O.  Box 
25486.  Denver  Federal  Center.  Denver. 
Colorado  8022S-0207  'telephone  303/ 
275-2370:  facsimile  303/273-23711. 

We  adopted  a  policy  on  July  1 ,  1994 
(59  FR  34272).  to  identify  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  at  the  time 
a  species  Is  propcsed  for  listing,  those 
activities  thdi  would  cr  would  not 
constitute  a  violation  of  section  9  of  the 
Akjct  The  Intent  of  this  policy  Is  to 
bicrease  public  awareness  of  the  effect 
of  the  listing  on  proposed  and  ongoing 
activities  within  a  species'  range.  We 
believe  that  the  actions  listed  below 
would  probably  not  result  In  a  violation 
(rf  section  9: 

(1)  Activities  authorized,  funded,  or 
carried  out  by  Federal  agencies  (e.g.. 
grazing  management  agricultural 
conversions,  range  management  rodent 
controL  mineral  development  oil  and 
gas  development  road  construction, 
htmian  recreation,  and  pesticide 
application)  when  such  activity  Is 
conducted  in  accordance  with  any 
reasonable  and  prudent  measures  given 
by  us  In  acoirdance  with  section  7  of 
the  Act: 

(2)  Within  Che  breeding  range,  normal 
himing  practices  on  cultivated  lands. 
prescrltwd  bums,  and  construction/ 
maintenance  activities  (e.g..  fences. 
power  lines,  pipelines,  and  utility  lines) 
conducted  when  moumalv  pIo^•er3  are 
not  present  on  breetilng  h-oliat  The 
period  when  activities  woiild  not 
Impacrt  mountain  plovers  may  vary  at 
speciflc  locations,  but  would  usually 
(Ul  between  August  10  and  April  1: 

^  Within  the  wtntering  range, 
normal  wlnto-  farming  practices  on  sod 
Enrms  and  tilled  cropland: 

(4)  Casual,  dispersed  human  activities 
Ml  foot  or  horseback  at  breeding  and 
wintering  habitats  (e.g..  waterfowl 
hunting,  bird  watching,  sightseeing. 
phomgraphy.  camping,  and  hiking): 

(5)  Normal,  routine  domestic  livestock 
graaing,  herding,  and  Inspecting, 
Including  malnmrumce  of  livestock 
Improvemem  stmciures;  and 

(B)  Application  of  pesticides  in 
iccordaivre  with  Ubel  restrictions  or 
County  Bulletins  that  have  resulted 
from  Endangered  Species  Act 
consultation. 

We  believe  that  tha  actions  listed 
below  might  potentially  result  In  a 
violation  of  section  9:  however,  possible 
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violations  are  not  limited  to  these 
actloru  ;ilone: 

(1)  Unauthorized  collecting  or 
handling  of  the  species: 

(2)  The  unauthorized  destruction  of 
mountain  plovers  including  adults, 
nests,  eggs,  and/or  young  by  any  humon 
activity,  or  any  human  activity  resulting 
in  actual  death  or  injury  to  the  species 
fay  significantly  modifying  essential 
behavioral  patterns  (e.g..  breeding, 
feeding,  sheltering).  Examples  of  human 
activities  may  Include  discing  or  tilling 
on  cultivated  land  during  the  breeding 
season:  land  leveling,  conversion  of 
grassland  to  cropland,  road 
construction,  water  development  range 
management  mineral  development  or 
off-highway  vehicle  use.  In  any  season 
on  non-cuitlvated  lands  that  serve  as 
nesting  habitat: 

(3)  Application  of  pesticides  In 
violation  of  County  Bulletins  or  label 
restrictions:  and 

(4)  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce 
(commerce  across  State  or  International 
boundaries)  and  import/export  (as 
discussed  earlier  In  this  section) 
without  having  obtained  a  threatened 
species  permit  Permits  to  conduct  these 
activities  are  available  for  purposes  of 
scientific  research  and  enhancement  of 
propagation  or  survival  of  the  species. 

Questions  regarding  whether  specific 
activities,  such  as  changes  in  land  use. 
will  constitute  a  violation  of  section  9 
should  be  directed  to  the  Assistant  Field 
Supervisor  (see  ADDRESSEa  section). 

ilia  prohibition  against  intentional 
and  uninKntional  "take"  of  listed 
species  applies  to  all  landovmers 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  their  lands 
are  witiiln  critical  habitat  (see  18  U.S.C. 
1538Ca)(l).  lS32(Ial.  and  50  CFR  17.3). 
Section  I0(ai(l)(3)  authorizes  us  to 
issue  permits  for  the  mklng  of  listed 
species  Incidental  to  otherwise  lawful 
activities  such  as  agriculture,  surface 
mining,  artd  urban  development 
Incidental  take  pemtits  must  be 
supponed  by  an  HCF  that  Identifies 
conservation  measures  that  the 
permittee  agrees  to  Implement  to 
(Mnserve  the  species,  usually  on  the 
permittee's  lands.  For  example.  no-tUI 
practices  that  leave  tall  stubble  may 
successfully  cause  plovers  to  avoid 
cropland.  On  fallow  ground,  the  type  of 
farm  implement  used  and  the  timing  of 
the  use  may  be  slgnlffcant  In  producing 
more  plovers.  These  and  other 
techniques  to  avoid  plovers  or  produce 
plovers  can  be  examined  by  producers 
in  the  development  of  an  HCP.  A  key 
element  In  our  review  of  an  HCP  Is  a 
detemilnation  of  the  plan's  effect  upon 
the  long-term  conservation  of  the 
species.  We  would  approve  an  HCP.  and 
issue  a  section  10(a)(1)(B)  permit  If  the 


plan  would  minimize  and  mitigate  the 
;n:pacH  of  fhe  takinc  njiu  'vn-ild  not 
appreciably  reduce  the  !iki:!iiiood  of  the 
survival  and  recovery  01'  that  species  in 
die  wild. 
Public  Camments  Sollciied 

We  intend  that  any  final  action 
resulting  from  this  proposal  will  be  as 
accurate  and  as  effective  as  possible. 
Therefore,  comments  or  suggestions 
from  the  public,  other  concerned 
governmental  agencies,  tha  sclentlflc 
community,  Industry,  or  any  other 
Interested  party  concerning  this 
proposed  rule  are  hereby  solicited. 

We  are  seeking  commena  particularly 
concerning: 

(1)  Biological,  commercial  trade,  or 
other  relevant  data  concerning  any 
threat  (or  lack  thereof)  to  the  mountain 
plover 

(2)  The  location  of  any  additional 
breeding,  wintering,  or  migration  sites. 
liKludlns  areas  In  Mexico  and  Canada: 

(3)  Additional  Information  concerning 
moun^n  plover  distribution, 
population  size  and/or  population 
trend: 

(4)  Information  regardUig  current  or 
planned  land  uses,  and  their  possible 
beneficial  or  negative  Impact  to  the 
mountain  plover  or  Its  habitat  (e.g., 
agricultural  coinrenions.  oil  and  gas 
development  land  exchanges,  range 
management  habitat  conservation 
plans,  conservation  easaments); 

(5)  Iitformation  regarding  mountain 
plovers  on  their  \vlnierlng  habitats  (e.g.. 
preferential  use  of  natural  versus 
agricultural  tiabitats.  habitat  distribution 
and  abundance,  daily  routines,  night 
roosts,  site  fidelity,  population 
Sundance): 

(G)  .-additional  biological  or  physical 
elements  thai  best  descritw  mountain 
plover  habitat  that  could  be  considered 
essential  for  the  ctjnservation  of  the 
mountain  plover  (e.g..  burrowing  rodent 
colonies,  vegetation,  food,  topography); 

(7)  Information  relative  to  mountain 
plover  distribution  and  productivity  on 
cultivated  lands,  shortgrass  prairie,  and 
shrub-steppe  habitats: 

(8)  Alternative  farming  practices  that 
will  reduce  or  eliminate  the  take  of 
mountain  plovers: 

(9)  Other  management  strategies  that 
will  conserve  the  species  throughout  Its 
range:  and 

(10)  Information  regarding  the 
benefits  of  critical  habitat  designation. 

Final  promulgation  of  the  regulations 
on  this  species  will  take  into 
consideration  the  comments  and  any 
additional  Information  received  by  us. 
Such  communications  may  lead  to  a 
final  regulation  that  differs  from  this 
proposal. 


The  Act  provides  for  one  in-  more 
public  heanngs  on  this  proposal,  .t 
ivqutiited.  iiequests  inu*.'  br  leceivp'l 
within  -IS  days  of  the  daie  nf  publlcotlon 
of  the  proposal  in  the  Federal  Rejjisier. 
Such  requests  must  be  made  in  wrtrlng 
and  addressed  to  the  Assistant  Fleid 
Supervisor  (see  ADDRESSES  'ection). 

Executive  Order  123^b  requires  each 
agency  to  write  regulations  ;hai  are  easy 
to  understand.  We  invite  your 
cotnments  on  how  to  make  this  rule 
easier  to  understand  Including  answers 
to  questions  such  as  the  following:  ( 1 ) 
Are  the  requirements  In  the  rule  clearly 
stated?  (2)  Does  the  rule  contain 
technical  language  or  Jargon  that 
Interferes  with  its  clarity?  (3)  Does  the 
format  of  the  rule  (grouping  and  order 
of  sections,  use  of  headings, 
paragraohlng,  etc)  aid  or  reduce  Its 
clarity?  (4)  Would  the  rule  be  easier  to 
tmderstand  If  It  were  divided  Into  more 
(but  shorter^  sections?  (5)  Is  the 
description  of  the  rule  In  the 
SUPPtEMEHTARY  INFaRUATKni  section  of 
the  preamble  helpful  In  understanding 
the  rule?  What  else  could  we  do  to  maki 
the  rule  easier  to  understand? 

Send  a  copy  of  any  comments  that 
concern  how  we  could  make  this  rule 
easier  to  understand  to:  Office  of 
Regulatory  A^lis.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  room  7229.  1849  C  Street.  NW. 
Washington.  DC  20240.  You  may  also  e- 
mail  the  comments  to  thu)  address: 
Execseo91os.dol.gov. 

National  Envlnmmental  Policy  Act 

We  have  determbied  that 
Environmental  Assessments  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statements,  as 
defined  under  the  authority  of  the 
Naiionjl  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969,  need  not  be  prepared  concerning 
regulations  adoptwi  pursuant  to  sectior 
4(a)  of  the  Aa  of  1973,  as  amended.  A 
notice  outilnlng  ovtr  reasons  for  this 
determination  was  published  In  the 
Federal  Register  on  OcMber  25, 1983 
(48  FR  49244). 

Required  Detenninations 

This  rule  does  not  contain  any  new 
collectiortt  of  Information  other  than 
those  already  approved  under  the 
Paperwork  Reduction  Act  44  U.S.C. 
350 1  et  seq..  and  assigned  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  clearance 
number  1018-0094.  An  agency  may  nt 
condua  or  sponsor,  and  a  person  Is  nc 
required  to  respond  to  a  collection  of 
Information,  unless  It  displays  a 
currentiy  valid  control  ntmiher.  For 
additional  biformatlon  concerning 
permit  and  associated  requirements  fo 
tiireaiened  species,  sea  50  CFR  17.32. 
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7.2.94.2  Letter  94  Comment  Response 

Comment  Response:  Entire  Letter  -  Thank  you  for  taking  the 
time  to  review  the  DEIS  and  for  providing  your  comments.  The 
BLM  considers  all  comments  during  preparation  of  an  EIS. 

Comment  Response  1  -  Comment  noted. 

Comment  Response  2  -  The  BLM  beUeves  the  alternatives 
provided  in  the  DEIS  are  sufficient  for  the  NEPA  process  and 
that  they  provide  augmented  environmental  protection  for  the 
most  sensitive  area  resources  present  on  federal  lands.  The 
BLM  concurs  that  under  Alternatives  A  or  B  overall  disturbance 
within  SRAs  may  be  no  different  from  that  of  the  Proposed 
Action;  however,  since  additional  disturbance  above  the 
Alternative  A  and  B  thresholds  woxild  occur  on  private  land,  the 
BLM's  authority  is  limited.  Development  on  federal  lands  to 
protect  areas  from  drainage  could  occur  under  any  alternative, 
and  if  Alternative  A  or  B  is  selected,  this  development  could 
temporarily  result  in  the  exceedance  of  disturbance  acreage 
thresholds;  however,  all  other  mitigations  would  remain  in  place, 
and  the  BLM  would  require  Operators  to  reclaim  areas  as  soon 
as  possible  to  bring  disturbance  levels  into  comphance. 

While  the  ROD  for  this  project  will  identify  specific  mitigation 
requirements,  the  BLM  believes  that  specific  mitigations  belong 
imder  any  alternative  potentially  selected.  Please  note  that  while 
no  power  lines  have  been  specifically  identified  for  this  project, 
if  they  are  necessary,  they  would  not  be  built  within  0.6  mi  of 


sage  grouse  leks  (see  DEIS  Section  D-2.3.3).  This  mitigation 
measure  has  been  added  to  this  FEIS  (see  Section  4.2.3.2). 

Comment  Response  3  -  Regardless  of  whether  oil  and  gas 
operating  procedures  are  improved  (i.e.,  decreased  acreage 
requirements),  the  proposed  project  still  exceeds  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  development  estimate  provided  in  the  GDRA  RMP; 
however,  the  BLM  will  not  authorize  development  that  exceeds 
this  estimate.  The  improvement  in  oil  and  gas  operating 
procedures  are  provided  in  DEIS  Section  1.2.4  to  show  that, 
while  total  well  numbers  in  the  RFO  area  may  exceed  the 
numbers  identified  as  reasonably  foreseeable  in  the  RMP,  total 
impacted  acreage  remains,  at  present,  less  than  that  anticipated 
in  the  RMP.  The  BLM  concurs  and  the  analyses  in  the  DEIS 
show  that  impacts  occur  beyond  the  actual  area  of  surface 
disturbance  (e.g.,  indirect  effects  associated  with  human  presence, 
traffic). 

Comment  Response  4  -  The  BLM  believes  the  disturbance 
acreage  estimates  provided  in  the  DEIS  are  vaUd.  RMP 
estimates  of  11.2  acres/well  were  developed  prior  to  our  current 
imderstanding  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  RFO  area  and 
did  not  include  recent  efficiencies  in  field  development.  The 
9.0  acres  per  well  was  developed  based  on  existing  long-term 
disturbance  acreage  estimates  from  the  CD/WIIPA.  The  4.02 
acres/well  comes  from  past  NEPA  analyses  for  RFO  area 
projects,  many  of  which  were  developed  prior  to  the  onset  of 
current  oil  and  gas  development  procedures.  The  2.77  acres/well 
proposed    for    this    project    by    the    Operators    is    not    an 
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underestimate,  it  merely  reflects  the  fact  that  for  the  in-field 
developments  proposed,  the  total  length  of  roads  and  pipes  to 
well  locations  is  reduced.  The  BLM  will  not  authorize 
unnecessary  and  imdue  disturbance  as  can  be  seen  in  the  DEIS 
alternatives  rejected  section  (DEIS  Section  2.5),  where  an 
alternative  calling  for  increased  disturbance  was  rejected. 

Comment  Response  5  -  No  water  from  the  Platte  River  system 
would  be  used  for  this  project,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  the  ground 
water  obtained  from  southern  portions  of  the  CD/WIIPA  would 
be  in  connection  with  the  surface  waters  of  the  Colorado  River 
system.  In  any  event,  there  is  no  potential  for  depletions  of 
greater  than  100  acre-ft  per  year  (see  DEIS  Section  4.1.7.1). 
Where  connection  is  possible  (i.e.,  wells  in  the  Antelope/Bitter 
Creek  area),  the  USFWS  would  be  contacted. 

Comment  Response  6  -  SRAs  are  described  m  DEIS  and  FEIS 
Section  2.2  and  mclude  areas  with  stabilized  sand  dunes,  raptor 
nesting  concentration  areas,  2.0-mi  sage  grouse  nesting  buffers, 
crucial  big  game  winter  ranges,  areas  proximal  to  residences, 
VRM  Class  II  areas,  and  areas  with  high  densities  of  cultural 
resource  sites  (see  revised  Map  2.3  in  this  FEIS).  Increased 
resource  protection  would  occur  in  SRAs  under  Alternatives  A 
and  B  through  siu-face  disturbance  limitations.  Mitigation 
measures  for  this  project  designed  to  protect  the  aforementioned 
resources  would  be  apphed  under  any  alternative  selected.  In 
the  event  that  disturbance  limitations  are  temporarily  waived  to 
protect  the  drainage  of  federal  minerals,  all  other  existing 
mitigation  measures  would  remain  in  effect,  and  the  BLM  would 
require  Operators  to  reclaim  areas  as  soon  as  possible  to  bring 
the  area  back  in  comphance  with  the  surface  disturbance 
limitation  criteria. 

Comment  Response  7  -  Comment  noted.  As  stated  in  DEIS 
Section  2.5,  the  BLM  has  limited  control  over  well 
spacing/density  and  non-federal  land  developments. 

Comment  Response  8  -  The  disturbance  acreage  estimates 
presented  in  Table  2.1  are  correct.  Three  well  locations  could  be 
developed  in  SRAs  under  Alternative  A  if  unnecessary  short- 
term  disturbance  at  two  of  the  locations  was  adequately 
reclaimed  prior  to  the  initiation  of  development  at  the  third 
location. 

Comment  Response  9  -  Regardless  of  the  level  of  development 
on  private  and  state  lands,  the  BLM  cannot  preclude 
development  on  federal  leases.  Once  lands  are  leased,  the  BLM 
is  obUgated  to  allow  development.  Mitigation  measures  would 
be  applied  under  all  alternatives.  At  present,  the  BLM  is 
unaware  of  any  additional  and  reasonable  potential  mitigation 
measiu'es.  If  additional  measures  are  identified,  the  BLM  would 
include  these  potential  measures  in  future  analyses. 

Comment  Response  10  -  See  Comment  Response  6,  above. 
Potential  drainage  situations  are  identified  by  the  BLM  Reservoir 
Management  Group  based  on  known  well  locations  and  assumed 
area  of  well  influence.  Actual  drainage  is  determined  by  first 
calculating  recoverable  reserves  (usually  6  months  of  production 
history)  and  by  measuring  or  calculating  reserve  parameters. 


With  this  information,  a  radial  drainage  chcle  is  then  calculated. 
If  the  drainage  cncle  intersects  a  federal  lease  line,  then  actual 
drainage  is  occurring.  This  information  has  been  added  to  this 
FEIS  (see  Section  1.2.8). 

Comment  Response  11  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Responses  6, 
7,  8,  9,  and  10,  above. 

Comment  Response  12  -  Disturbance  acreage  estimates  include 
topsoil  removal  and  stockpile  areas.  The  BLM  concurs  that 
roads  and  associated  traffic  would  likely  have  the  greatest  impact 
on  area  wildlife,  and  all  measures  to  minimize  surface 
disturbance  from  roads  would  be  apphed  (see  DEIS 
Appendix  B). 

Comment  Response  13  -  No  oil  pits  are  proposed  for  this 
project.  Reserve  pits  and  other  areas  containing  materials 
potentially  hazardous  to  wildlife  would  be  isolated  from  wildlife 
as  identified  in  DEIS  Section  2.6.13.9,  items  3  and  5.  Additional 
protection  measures  (e.g.,  netting  of  all  pits)  may  be  apphed  as 
identified  in  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Comment  Response  14  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  5, 
above. 

Comment  Response  15  -  The  BLM  has  included  this  item  as  a 
potential  mitigation  measm-e  in  this  FEIS  (see  Section  4.2.3.2). 

Comment  Response  16  -  Applicant-committed  mountain  plover 
survey  protocol  have  been  modified  in  this  FEIS  to  more 
accurately  reflect  current  USFWS  survey  methods  (see  FEIS 
Section  2.6.13.9).  Fiu-thermore,  since  apphcant-committed 
measures  are  not  enthely  consistent  with  USFWS  methods,  the 
BLM  has  mcluded  all  the  relevant  text  of  the  revised  USFWS 
presence/absence  determination  protocol  (see  FEIS 
Section  4.2.5.5).  Formal  conferencing  with  the  USFWS  regarding 
impacts  to  moxmtain  plover  habitats  has  been  mitiated,  and 
additional  standards  for  protection  may  be  applied  based  on 
conference  results.  Conference  results  will  be  identified  in  the 
ROD  for  this  project. 

Comment  Response  17  -  The  text  has  been  modified  in  this  FEIS 
to  reflect  your  comments,  and  the  BLM  does  initiate  informal 
consultation  prior  to  permitting  for  all  proposed 
ground-disturbing  activities  within  active  prairie  dog  towns  or 
complexes. 

Comment  Response  18  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  5, 
above. 

Comment  Response  19  -  Comment  noted,  and  while  no  changes 
to  the  DEIS  text  have  been  made  in  Chapter  3.0,  changes  have 
been  made  to  Appendix  E. 

Comment  Response  20  -  See  Comment  Response  2,  above. 

Comment  Response  21  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Response  16, 
above. 
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Comment  Response  22  -  The  BLM  would  adhere  to  the 
directives  identified  in  the  February  23,  1999,  memo. 

Comment  Response  23  -  The  BLM  is  wholly  committed  to  plan 
implementation,  and  a  Cooperative  Agreement  among 
participating  agencies  and  Operators  is  currently  being  developed 
to  further  specify  responsibilities.  The  BLM  appreciates 
USFWS's  desire  for  involvement,  and  we  will  continue  working 
with  the  USFWS  on  plan  implementation. 

Comment  Response  24  -  Comment  noted;  however,  since  the 
BLM  may  not  be  able  to  determine  areas  with  s4  locations  per 
section  in  advance  of  development,  it  is  anticipated  that  the 
inventory  and  monitoring  actions  identified  for  these  areas  would 
not  occur  until  after  development.  Nonetheless,  the  inventory 
and  monitoring  efforts  identified  for  the  entire  CD/WIIPA 
would  occur  on  these  areas  prior  to  development  (see  DEIS 
Table  D-2.1). 

Comment  Response  25  -  The  BLM  will  involve  the  USFWS  in 
discussions  as  to  when  black-footed  ferret  surveys  should  or 
should  not  be  required,  as  deemed  appropriate  by  BLM 
biologists.  See  also  Comment  Response  17,  above. 

Comment  Response  26  -  Comments  noted,  and  some  text 
changes  have  been  made  in  this  FEIS.  Please  be  advised  that  if 
this  project  is  authorized,  the  BLM  will  require  mountain  plover 
surveys  to  be  conducted  pursuant  to  USFWS  protocol  (see  FEIS 
Section  4.2.5.5).  See  also  Comment  Response  16,  above.  Since 
the  Wildlife  Plan  as  currently  written  is  an  applicant-committed 
measure,  not  all  of  your  proposed  plan  revisions  have  been  made 
(see  FEIS  Section  D-2.2.2.3). 

Comment  Response  27  -  The  BLM  will  inform  the  USFWS  of 
any  observations  of  federally  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate 
species  made  dining  wildlife  surveys. 

Comment  Response  28  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Responses  24 
and  26,  above. 

Comment  Response  29  -  Comment  noted;  however,  the  BLM 
beUeves  the  825-ft  avoidance  area  currently  proposed  is  adequate, 
based  on  the  flushing  distances  foimd  by  Call  (impublished  data) 
in  an  undeveloped  area  of  the  Shamrock  Hills. 

Comment  Response  30  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Responses  17 
and  25,  above. 

Comment  Response  31  -  While  it  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS 
to  require  informal  consultation  with  the  USFWS  prior  to 
offering  leases,  your  comment  has  been  forwarded  to  the  BLM 
State  Office,  and  meetings  to  discuss  this  issue  and  others  have 
been  conducted.  The  USFWS  will  now  receive  for  review  BLM's 
quarterly  proposed  lease  lists,  and  the  USFWS  will  be  solicited 
for  input  on  all  future  RMP  reviews.  Please  be  assured  that 
site-specific  information  on  potential  impacts  to  federally  listed, 
proposed,  and  candidate  species  is  gathered  prior  to  development 
on  leased  lands  during  APD  and  ROW  application  processing, 
and  conditions  of  approval  would  be  applied  to  development 
proposals  to  ensure  no  adverse  effects  to  listed  species. 


Comment  Response  32  -  Your  comment  is  noted,  and  the  text 
has  been  changed  accordingly  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  33  -  Your  comment  is  noted,  and  the  table 
has  been  changed  accordingly  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  34  -  Your  comment  is  noted,  and  formal 
consultation  with  your  office  to  address  potential  impacts  to  the 
black-footed  ferret  is  being  conducted.  The  outcome  of  this 
consultation  will  be  presented  in  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Comment  Response  35  -  Where  surveys  are  required,  they  would 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  black-footed  ferret  survey 
guidelines  presented  in  USFWS  (1989).  According  to  the 
guidelines,  surveys  would  be  conducted  on  the  portions  of  prairie 
dog  towns  found  within  0.5  mi  of  the  proposed  construction  site 
or  ROW  border.  The  BLM  is  aware  that  surveys  may  be 
necessary  in  some  areas  of  prairie  dog  towns  that  have  burrow 
densities  of  less  than  eight  per  acre. 

Comment  Response  36  -  Surveys  for  black-footed  ferrets  would 
be  conducted  prior  to  permit  issuance,  and  if  ferrets  are  found, 
the  USFWS  would  be  consulted  to  determine  necessary  project 
implementation  criteria  to  ensure  no  adverse  effects  to  ferrets. 
These  criteria  would  likely  involve  moving  proposed  project 
locations  to  areas  outside  of  prairie  dog  colonies.  Based  on  lease 
term  number  6,  in  the  event  black-footed  ferrets  are  found  and 
there  are  no  suitable  locations  on  the  lease  where  development 
could  occur  without  impacting  ferret  habitat,  the  BLM  would 
deny  surface  occupancy  on  the  lease.  Changes  have  been  made 
to  the  Biological  Assessment  (see  FEIS  Appendix  E). 

Comment  Response  37  -  Please  refer  to  Comment  Responses  17 
and  25,  above.  Decisions  on  the  applicability  of  surveys  with 
respect  to  ferret  survey  guidelines  (USFWS  1989)  would  be 
thoroughly  documented;  however,  due  to  the  level  of  effort 
involved  in  providing  this  information  to  the  USFWS,  coupled 
with  the  authority  granted  BLM  under  our  current  MOU  with 
the  USFWS,  the  BLM  believes  it  is  unnecessary  to  provide  the 
USFWS  with  this  documentation.  However,  if  requested  by  the 
USFWS,  documentation  regarding  survey  applicability  will  be 
provided  during  informal  consultation. 

Comment  Response  38  -  The  USFWS  would  be  informed  of  all 
actions  that  could  potentially  affect  federally  listed,  proposed,  or 
candidate  species  or  their  habitats  on  non-federal  lands  accessed 
by  proposed  project  features  (see  DEIS  Table  E-4.1). 

Comment  Response  39  -  Comment  noted,  and  appropriate  text 
changes  have  been  made  in  this  FEIS. 

Comment  Response  40  -  The  BLM  requested  formal 
conferencing  procedures  with  the  USFWS  to  address  effects  on 
mountain  plover,  and  the  results  of  this  conferencing  will  be 
presented  in  the  ROD  for  this  project. 

Comment  Response  41  -  Please  refer  to  specific  comment 
responses,  above. 
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